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MISSISSIPPL.

Sallie Millsaps to be postmaster at Iazlehurst, Miss,, in place
of Sallie Millsaps. Incumbent’s commission expired May T,
1910.

NEW IAMPSHIRE.

Rtobert F. Emerson to be postmaster at East Rochester, N. H.

Office became presidential January 1, 1911,
NEW YORK.

Frederick Rohde to be postmaster at Stapleton, N. X,, in place

of Adolph Lienhart, removed.
OKLAHOMA.

Clay Cross to be postmaster at Skiatook, Okla.

presidential April 1, 1911,
PENNSYLVANTA,

William M, Deihm to be postmaster at Honey Brook, Pa,, in
place of Thomas F. Hampton, deceased.

John W. Ramsey to be postmaster at Midland, Pa., in place
of Frank P. Oberlin, who failed to qualify.

(. Clinton Williams to be postmaster at Spring City, Pa., in

place of G. Clinton Williams. Incumbent’s commission expired
Iebruary 21, 1911,

Office became

TENNESSEE.

John R. Richards to be postmaster at Oliver Springs, Tenn..
in place of Abranham L. Williams. Incumbent’s commission ex-
pired January 18, 1911.

H. Filmonr Shoun to be postmaster at Greeneville, Tenn., in
place of Joseph W. Howard. Incumbent's commissiog expired
January 30, 1910,

VIRGINTA,

Charles A. Lacy to be postmaster at Houston, Va., in place

gg 1%1;:(;1-19:3 A. Lacy. Incumbent’'s commission expired April

CONFIRMATIONS.
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senaic May 1, 1911.
UNITED STATES MARSHAL.
Willinm Lindsay to be United States marshal for the district
of Montana.
PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Reed M. Fawell to be a lieutenant.
Midshipman Arnold H. Vanderhoof to be an ensign.
TP’OSTAASTERS.
FLORIDA.
Horace M. Bradley, Green Cove Springs.
ILLINOIS,
John C. Hale, North Chicago.
Il E. Nicholson, Beardstown.
INDIANA.
Edgar T. Botkin, Farmland.
Enos Coffin, Carthage.
Robert B. Hanna, Fort Wayne.
Willinm IT. Hathaway, Aurora.
John Lynn, La Fontaine,
Joel I. Martin, Bourbon.
Frank R. Morrison, Galveston.
William O. Nash, Jasonville,
Percy V. Ruch, Mulberry.
John C. Schlefller, Wolcottville.
I0WA,
Daniel P, Ellsworth, Lohrville.
0. C. Hill, Clearfield.
Louis O. Kurtz, Des Moines.
Almon O. Steele, Coon Rapids.
LOUISTANA.
B. F. Edwards, Marksville,
Richard E. Hodges, Jena.
MAINE.
Abial H. Jones, Wilton.
MASSACHUSETTS.
Chestina B. Robbins, East Templeton.
Harriet ¥, Seaverns, North Scituate,
MICHIGAN,
Charles Gauntlett, Milan.
MINNESOTA.
Corneling Berghuis, Clara City,
Sarah Dahl, Cottonwood.
Fred W. Olson, Raymond.

MONTANA.
John J. MecDonald, Townsend,
Don E. Schanek, Libby.

: QHIO.
John Shaw, Leroy.
PENNSYLVANIA.
Clark D. Eckels, Cambridge Springs,
Burd R. Linder, Orwigsburg.

TEXAS,

John H. Carson, Dayton.

Willinm D. McCaslin, Detroit.
Itufus H., Windham, Newton,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Moxpay, May 1, 1911.

[Continuation of the legislative day of Saturday, April 29,1911.]

The recess having expired at 11 o'clock, the House was called
to order by the Speaker.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS, COLUMBIA INSTITUTION FOR THE DEAF AND
DUMD,

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to make the following
announcement: Hon. Epwarp L. TAyror, Jr., of Ohio, is hereby
appointed a member of the board of directors of the Columbia
Institution for the Deaf and Dumb. Hon. THETUs W. SIius
holds over.

THE TARIFF,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill
H. I&. 4413, a bill to place agricultural implements on the free
list, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to,

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill H. IRR. 4413, a bill to place agricultural im-
plements on the free list, and for other purposes, with Mr,
ALFXANDER in the chair,

The bill was read by title.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr., Moss]. [Applause.]

Mr. MOSS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, at the beginning of
this debate it was not my purpose to engage in it. There are
s0 many orators among the Members of this distinguished body
that to sit and listen is not only a pleasure, but it seems to be
almost a duty since one orator rarely enjoys the orations of
other men. If some men love to talk, others should prefer to
listen. But, Mr. Chairman, this whole debate has raged around

the farmer and the interests of the farm; assertions have been.

made with such recklessness that I am in sympathy with Mark
Twain when he said that he did not object to any speaker know-
ing all about his subject, but that he did object to any man
knowing so much that was not true. The farmers of our coun-
try are patriotic citizens whose only interest in good government
is that it shall promote the common interests of all our people
and not the special interests of a few of them; and I wish
to volce my protest against the good name and reputation of
the farming classes of our country being used to protect the
well-known abuses which have grown up in our Government
and that the supposed interests of the farm shall be used to
defeat progressive legislation which is intended for the benefit
of all our people.

This is not the first instance, Mr. Chairman, when an attempt
has been made to use the virtue which has its home on the
farm to shelter the vice which exists in the commercial systems
of our great cities, We have only to recall the debates on the
floor of this House in 1000, when the frauds and corruption in
the great packing houses was exposed to public view. The
Beef Trust was then known to be a ériminal corporation which
had been systematically robbing the farmers on every load of
cattle which were driven across the seales which lead from the
feed lot to the slaughter pens. They were even then under
indictment and active prosecution for eriminal explolitation of
the products of the farm; but when it became nolsed about
that their methods of preparing and distributing their products
were even more destructive to the general welfare of society
than their methods of buying their produce from the farmer—
that both producer and consumer were exploited—and that not
even the public health was protected from their insatiable
greed for gain, what influence was invoked to shield them from
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exposure? It was a frantie appeal to the President to hold his
hand, because the exposure weounld hurt the interest of the
farmer. If ever brazon effrontery were carried further it Is
at the present moment, when the same appeal is being made to
defeat the progressive legislation mow under consideration.
When will good citizenship-be respected by tlie representatives
of the speeial interests of this country?

I". J. Hagerbarth, vice president of the Ameriecan National
Live Stock Assoeiation, was among the first to attempt to use
virtue to shield crime. In a sizned siatement published in the
National Provisioner of June 16, 1906, he says:

The DPresidont has seen fit to Ignore urgent requests from offieial
representatives of the live-stock industry requiring him to withhold any
radical message or reports to Congress bearing on abuses of the pack-
ing Interests, for the renson that such message if heralded over the
world would work irreparable loss, beth at home and abroad, to the
producers of live stock.

What o libel on the patriotism of the American farmer, that
he could wish to coin the lhealth and the well-being of the world
and weigh it in the balance agninst the profits on his eattle.
What convineing evidence of the power of money to dwarl
even the soul of a man, born in the image of his Maker! Not
a thought was given to the welfare of the thousands of em-
ployees who worked In these insanitary plants; not the least
concern manifested for the health of the world; but the demand
went forth that all this vice be smothered in order to profect
;he cattle growers of the Mississippl Valley from irreparable
osses.

This plea for the farmer soon found its way to the floor of this
House. In the National Provisioner of the same date is found
this significant statement:

AMembers of Congress, inspired by the feeling of Indignation among
thelr -constituenta over the injury done to Ameriean industry by the
President's ignorant and ill-consldered assault en the meat trade, conld
not walt for a commlttee report on the meat-fnspection bill, but began
to express thelr sentiments as carly as Tuesday of this weck on the
floor of the House.

The editors of the American Economist must have read this
statement before writing some of their recent editorials about
President Taft and Canadian reciproeity. This feeling of in-
dignation was first aroused in the breast of the gentleman from
Wyoming [Mr. Moxperr]. The Recomp shows that he asked
unanimous consent that he should address the House on this
important subject before the report of the committee brought it
regularly before them for consideration. Mr, MoXpELL appears
in the Recorp as saying:

These reporis and eriticisms scattered broadeast, highly colored and
exagperated aa. they were passed along, have resulted in inczleulalile
injury not only to the packers, but to the live-stock indus of the
country generally. It was a bad day for Chicago and the packing and
Hve-stock industries eof the United Stntes when that now hlstoric
porker slipped his tfreolley and fell—just where he fell is In contro-
versy—and he gees down In history as entirely eecllpsing that other
famous Chicago animal, Mrs., O'Leary’s cow, in the awful havoc and
loss he has wrought. 1If the packing Industries of this country were
alone affected, their rights should demand attentlon ; lut the great live-
gtock Industries of the country are equally affected. They have already
guffered losses amounting to many millions by this agitation,

Now, was not that an awful blow to be Ianded on the solnr
plexus of the honest farmers of our counfry merely becnuse
the packers were seclling decayed and diseased meats to the
counfry and were destroying the health of their employees ns
well as of their customers? This message of President Roose-
velt was nearly as destructive to the farming industries as the
reciprocity pact as seen by the gentleman from Wyoming.
Is it not wonderful how the American farmer manages to re-
cover from these irreparable damages and recoup these incal-
culable injuries? And to think that these plagues should be
visited on us one affer the other by the headstrong action of
Republican Presidents. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
No wonder that western papers are running an advertisement
in the want columns for a candidate for President on the IRe-
publican ticket. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

I do not wish to weary the committee with numerous quota-
tions from the Rrcorp. If time permitied, it ean be shown that
many Members who profess to believe now that the recom-
mendations of President Taft will ruin the farmer were equally
convinced that the recommendations of President Roosevelt
wonld ruin fhe stock grower in 1906. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] They were wrong then, Mr., Chairman, and they
are mistaken now. Their former efforts fastened an army of
tax caters on the Federal Treasury for life in order to give a
decent reputation to the commereinl products of “ Packingtown ™
in the markets of the world, and their purpose now Is fo defeat
the enactment of progressive legislation which will revise
the tariff in the interests of the great consuming masses of our
citizenship.

The policy of reciprocity has been attacked on the ground
that it is inimiecal to the farming interesis of the country, and
that it is being adopted hastily without investization er informa-

tion. The gentleman from Maine [Mr, Hixps] was reckless
enough of his reputation to hazard such a statement. He says:

You are pm{ws!ng a great new pollcy that goes to the very social
fabric of America, and where is the great committee of this House that
has probed to the bottom of it and where is the book that has spread
Its investigations DLefore the Ameriean people?

This wel illustrates, Mr. Chairman, the difficulties which
a famous specinlist meets when he gets beyond his reservation.
[Applause on the Democratie side.] If the gentleman from
Maine were as familiar with current agricultural literature as
Ire is with the contents of Hinds' Precedenis he could not have
been betrayed into so glaring an error. I do not know what esti-
mate the farmers of Maine will put on this point of order which
is raised by the distinguislied parlinmentarian agninst this
pending legisintion, but it will be a revelation to the intelli-
rent and progressive farmers of the Middle West who have
discussed this question for years and have been knocking
at the doors of Congress and demanding the enactment of recip-
rocal legislation in the broadest terms. In the few minutes
which have been allotted to me I can not attempt a full
discussion of the advantages which reciprocity will bring to
the farmers of our Nation, but I frust that I shall be able
to show that the wonderful growth of public sentiment in favor
of reciprocity in this country is due to the intelligent expres-
sion of agricultural thought and of the agricultural press. The
gentleman from Maine regrets that Mr. Emery and his asso-
ciates on the Tariff Board have not had time to make an exhaust-
ive report on the subject. Does he not know that Mr. Saun-
ders, who is Mr. Emery's associate, has written exhaustively on
this very® subject, and that he did so after careful study and
personal investigation? No student who is at all familiar with
agricultural literature or the evolution of progressive policles
in the minds of the American farmer could have shown the
iznoranee which has been displayed in this debate by the would-
be leaders of the farmers.

The great national movement among the farmers of the
United States to advance reciprocal legislation DLegan with o
meeting Iield in the Grand Pacific Hotel in Chieago in 10035.
There were present at that meeting delegates representing the
National Live Stock Association, American Short Horn Associa-
tion, National Live Stock Exchange, Chicage Commercial As-
sociation, Millers' National Federation, and other great produc-
ing and exporting interests. It was decided to hold a natlonal
conference to advance reciprocal tariff legislation, Mr. Alvin H.
Saunders was chosen as the leader of the new movement. YWho
is Mr. A. H. Saunders? He is a member of the Tariff Board
wlich was appointed by President Taft, and one of the men, ac-
cording to the gentleman from Maine, who could so well make a
seientific investigntion of this subject. Mr. Saunders at that
time was the editor of the Breeder's Gazette, the most influ-
ential and widely read farm journal in the United States. In
aecepting this appointment, Mr. Saunders issued a signed state-
ment as to the purposes of the conference and of the necessity
for its organization. This statement should prove interesting to
these who have assumed that no investigation has been made
and that no authority stands spounsor for reciprocal legislation.
My, Saunders said:

The managing editor of the Gazette was unanimously requested to
net as chairman of the commitice on arrangements. He has consented
to do so with the specific understanding that the interests of the farm-
ers and stoek growers should be paramount; that their wants should
recefve first conslderation, and that partisan polities will have no place
in the campaign to be waged.

I call particular attention, Mr. Chairman, that this move-
ment at the very beginning was to be devoted to the interests
of the farmer and the stock grower, and that it was to be non- _
partisan in its character. The statement went on to say:

We have in years of average production a large surplus of bread-
stuffs and Froviaions for export. We grow more grain and matore
more meat than is required for home consum?tion. The price received
for the 1m‘utm«:t consumed at home fs Iargely governed by the price
commanded by the surplus for which a market must Le found abroad.
We have virtually prohibited Frauce and Germany from sclling part of
thelr manufactures here, and they have retallated by gradually closing
their markets ngainst us. It i3 time therefora that somebody should
take up the cudgels in this matter agalnst these who for selfish pur-
poses destroyed Blaine's reciproeity conventions, slaughtered the I{nsson
troaties, and are still barring the Amerlean gtoekmen and grain growers
from n large and Incrative outlet for thelr 51:)00(15.

There is no question of Republieanism or Democracy involyed in thls
proposition. It Is slmply a matter of passing an act of Congress which
will enable the President and his suecessors, no matter to what politieal
party they belong, to open the doors of the liunzry millions of Europe,
put a roast in every French and German pot, and a loaf of good Ameri-
can bread upon uvcrg ghelf from Nome to Copenhagen, and in doing it
put probably $100,000,000 per annum in the pockets of the American

roducers.

: The thing can be brought about if we wlil drop party llnes and put
none but friends of this proposition in positions of Federal power. 1If
Senators and the {:rescnt Members of the House of Iepresentatives will
not do this thing, the people have the power te send men to Washington
who will exerclse that power. The sooner our public men understand
this the better, This fight for better markets, worth unknown millfons
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per year to the farming communities, will not be won In a week or a
vear. It means a battle royal agalnst intrenched power, but it will be
won because it is right.

Mr. Chairman, that ig the report to the farmers of this coun-
try by a member of the present Tariff Board, which they have
studied for six long years. I am not surprised that the gentle-
man from Maine has never read it. It was published before
he began the study of farm economics. There is always that
disadvantage in a sudden change in occupation, but I can not
forget the impression it made on my mind when T first read it.
I was then an active farmer and was walking behind the plow
and through the feed lots. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
I had shipped my cattle to markets which were glutted, and had
seen the sellers begging to receive decent bids for thelr offerings,
and had my stock sold for prices which did not leave me the
reasonable profit which was guaranteed to the manufacturers
in the last Republican platform. [Applause on the Democratic
gide.] I enlisted in that campaign against intrenched privilege
and helped to fight the battle because it was right. I was
with Mr. Saunders for reciprocity then and I am for it now
whether he is with me or against me. I would rather follow a
plain American citizen on his honor as a man than to take my
opinions from an officinl whose salary may depend upon the
official reports he may sign. I did not foresee that I was one
of the men who were to be sent to Washington with the power
to act to take the place of some of those who having the power
were refusing to act. But I am here, Mr. Chairman, ready to
act, and I am proud of the intelligent vote which sent me here.
I may not be able to fight the good fight, but I am willing to
keep the faith. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

No better presentation of the subject of reciproeity from a
farmer’s standpoint can be made than this statement made by
this member of the Tariff Board, and I commend it to those who
need instruection on this subject. It leads up to the very point
which the gentleman from Maine well says is the “whole situa-
tion,” the equilibrium between agriculture and manufactures.
The gentleman says:

But the farms, being an aggregation of homes, disorganized and each
impelled by Its own necessities, tend constantly to overproduece. And
this overproduction becomes disastrous unless the limitntron of aecreage
possible to be cultivated intervenes to prevent, Therefore the element
of prime importance in this discusslon is the relation of acreage to the
capacity of the home market furnished by the nonagricultural classes.

The gentleman from Maine was chosen to open this debate
and therefore is the leader of the opposition to reciprocal legis-
lation; his words are an orthodox statement of stand-pat Re-
publicanism as applied to the development of our agricultural
industry. Now, what does this statement mean? The gentle-
man from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] denounced the scheme of
valorization or monopoly by which the DBrazilian Government
is seeking to maintain an equilibrium between the production of
coffee and its consumption. This system, simply stated, is a
limitation of the ncreage which can be devoted to the cultivation
of coffee, Mr. NoRris says: ;

This agreement has been in successful oEerntion since the latter part
of 1908. In accordance with its terms, the Brazilian Government en-
acted a law preventing the planting of additionnl coffee trees and pro-
viding for severe penalties for any offense against this provision of the
gtatute. Inspectors were appointed who went through the country and
destroyed any new trees that had been planted and administered severe
punishment against those who were guilty of an infraction of the law.

Did the gentleman from Maine get his ideas of valorization
from Brazil, or did the Brazilian statesmen come to Maine
for inspiration and instruction? Which nation has the genuine
and which one possesses the “ phony ¥ statesman? The burden
of proof is in favor of Brazil, because the gentleman himself
informs us that * we have heard little of this doctrine of equi-
librium of the home market among English-speaking nations.”
Therefore he kindly informs us just what it means—

And It Is evident that both farmer and artisan will be most pros-
perons and the happiest when there are enoth farmers to take the arti-
san’s goods at a fair price and enough artisans, professionnl men, and
go forth, to take the farmer’s surplus at a falr price.

And to bring this ideal state about he proposes to limit the
acreage to the capacity of the home market. Now, what does
that mean to the farmer and to the Nation? Wae sold last year
in the foreign markets over $1,000,000,000 worth of the surplus
products of Ameriean farms. This new statesmanship proposes
to stop this production, refuse this enormous national income,
and throw out of employment the thousands of farmers and
their sons who produced this vast volume of wealth. Why
take this radical action? Why, to establish an equilibrium be-
tween agriculture and manufacture. The southern farmers
sold $450,000,000 worth of cotton to foreign nations. The cotton
acreage will have to be reduced until the equilibrium is restored.

The farmers of the West sold $135,000,000 of surplus meat
products, The. breeding of cattle must be checked until our

home markets can consume the entire output. We foolishly sold
$133,000,000 of grain. The plows must be stopped. Our farmers
sold $38,000,000 of tobacco; the planting must be stopped, the
equilibrium is in danger. This new statesmanship resembles
the fable of the mounkey dividing the cheese between the two
cats [applause on the Democratic side]; if the yleld of grain
is heavy, let more acres lie idle; if the mills are supplied with
improved machinery, employ fewer hands. But whose lands are
to lie idle and whose mills are to be closed down in order to
maintain this sacred equilibrium? Who is to be the monkey and
who will consent to be the cats? I do not know what the people
of Maine think of such wisdom, but in Indiana the whole scheme
would be called monkey business. [Applause on the Democratic
side.] :

We grow a surplus of farm products beyond any possible needs
of our population. The latest report of the Department of Agri-
culture says this is true back as far as inguiry has been made.
We grow more grain and mature more meat than our Nation
can consume. In 1910 we exported $286,728126 in value of
grains and meats from our farms. Yet we are told by some of
the Members of this House who practice law in the great cities
and who see the farms from an automobile or car window that
reciprocity will ruin the farmer. What is the effect of the ex-
port trade on prices? Mr. Armour, in his work, “ The Packers
and the People,” says:

1t is the export business that absorbs the surplus live stock grown
by American cattlemen and farmers and steadies and supports thae
home markets for live stock. If this export business were taken away
or even reduced, the effects of it would be directly felt by every farmer
who raigses a steer, sheep, or hog for market.

This testimony by Armour is fully sustained by Mr. Holmes,
Chief of Division of Foreign Markets, Department of Agricul-
ture. In Bulletin No. 55, speaking of the influence of our ex-
ports of meat products on domestic markets, Mr. Holmes says:

If such an Immense guantity of surplus meat food were to be con:
fined within this country by the refusal of foreign countries to buy it
there would follow consequences to farmer, rangeman, slaughterer, an
packer which would be financlally disastrous.

Mr. Saunders knew these facts, and without ever a thought
of restoring an equilibrium by limiting our production, and thus
destroying industry and the national wealth and income, ha
proposed to enlarge our foreign markets and thus encourage and
stimulate industry and increase our national wealth and income,

There are but the two ways of maintaining an equilibrium
between agriculture and manufacture. The gentleman from
Maine proposes to resirict the agricultural acreage to an arti-
ficial bagig, and thereby decrease production. The member of
the President’'s Tariff Board would inerease our markets so as to
stimulate industry and inerease our national wealth. The choice
between these two theories is really a choice between a tariff for
revenue and a tariff for protection. Our prohibitive tariff laws
prevent the people of continental Europe from selling to us, and
in retaliation they prohibit us from selling our agricultural
products to them. This reduces the competition in the markets
where the farmer sells and also prevents competition in the
markets where he is compelled to buy. This naturally reduces
selling prices and increases buying prices to the farmers of our
country. This destroys the equilibrium between manufacture
and agriculture, from the farmer’s viewpoint, and is the condi-
tion which the American farmer is most anxious to remove,

Mr. CLINE. Mr, Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Indiana yield?

Mr, MOSS of Indiana. With pleasure.

Mr. CLINE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle-
man from Indiana if the Hinds theory of economies is fol-
lowed and the restriction of the agricultural products of this
country is limited to what the manufacturers take, if that
would not have a tendency to reduce very materially the value
of farm lands in the upper Mississippl Valley, and, in fact, the
value of lands that are suitable for agriculture generally?

Mr. MOSS of Indiana. There can be no question in the world
of that, Mr. Chairman, It is high prices for the products of the
farm that make high-priced land. To reduce the total income of
all the farms of the United States is to reduce the value of these
farms, because if you were to destroy entirely their productive
capacity you will have destroyed their selling value.

Do you wonder that the farmer is in deadly earnest about
reciprocity and that he has been the real leader in the great
educational movement which has grown strong enough to over-
throw the Republican majority in this House and which prom-
ises to make Democratic success nearly certain in 19127 [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

This national conference of agricultural organizations was
the beginning of a new era in our political world; it was the
genesis of that spirit of insurgency which has since become go
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rampant in both political parties that Gov. Woodrow Wilson
is quoted as saying:

The only essentials in Ameriean polities to—da{ is the difference be-
tween the progressives and the reactionaries. We have in the last
10 years come out of the merely megative in politics

That great movement to center public thought on measures
of legislation and not upon the party organization to which any
man may belong goes back to that day when the farmers of this
Nation declared that legislation was not a question of Repub-
licanism or of Democracy, but of the enactment of laws, and
they will not soon forget thiat fundamental truth. This great
conference was attended by more than 600 delegates, repre-
senting every principal agricultural organization in the Nation,
I will print in connection with my remarks a complete list of
these organizations. From the State of Indiana were the
Farmers' Congress, Society of Equity, Angus Breeders' Asso-
ciation, Live Btock Exchange, and State board of agriculture,
and at the close of its sesslon the following resolution was
passed ;

That we recommend that a permanent organization be formed under
the style of the Reciprocal Tariff League, and that a commlittee of 15
be appointed the Chair with full power to organize and further the
work for which this convention was assembled.

I do not wish, Mr. Chairman, to follow this movement fur-
ther; it is nn active, virile force in our body politic, molding
public sentiment, breaking down slavery to party organization,
and creating a commendable spirit of independence among the
voters of our country. It was significant that at the very mo-
ment when this great convention was sitting in Chieago trying
to secure Detter forecign markets for our food products that
2,000 butehers and meat dealers in Germany were holding a still
greater convention to demand that the Fatherland should open
up the frontier and permit importations of American cattle, so
that the German workman might have meat on his table. What
a strange siftuation. The farmers of America willing to sell and
the workmen of Germany eager to buy; we desirous to trade
a small portion of our surplus food for a small proportion of
their surplus manufactures, so that the people of both coun-
{ries should be better fed and better clothed, because labor in
both countries will be better rewarded.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes addi-
tional to the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. CLINE. Mr, Chairman, I do not desire to interrupt the
gentleman, but I wish to ask the date of that convention.

Mr., MOSS of Indiana. It is August, 1006. I can give the
gentleman the exact date.

This beneficent result is prevented by a prohibitive tariff sys-
tem in both countries, behind which the industrinl trusts and
combinations of this country are sheltered and from swhich the
landowners of Germany secure equal freedom from competition.
Thus we have the swollen fortunes and idle rich nourished and
giustnined in republic and empire by the same methods of legisla-

Oon.

The gentleman from Maine was again unfortunate when
he applied his celebrated theory of equilibrium to the agricul-
ture of Germany and England. If seems that he had read a
book on agriculture written by a railroad man [applause on the
Democratie side], and after comparing it with his home-market
theory he established the following facts about equilibrinms:

As we turn from England and her sad pleture we find another story
in Germany and France, where statesmen and people united to preserve
the equilibrinum of the hame market.

As his whole argument rests on equilibrinms, I am going to
call a witness as to the conditions actually existing in the
markets of England and Germany. I am not going to summon
a railroad man, but swill eall on a member of President Taft's
Tariff Board. I shall quote from a signed article written by
A. O, Saunders while he was in England and published August
5, 1908. The article states that he was in personal attendance
at the markefs in question. Mr., SBaunders says:

The English are the best-fed people In the world. Their ports are
open to the food supplies of all nations.

That is the picture that a member of our Tariff Board draws
of the English people—that they are the best-fed people in the
world. Now, what splendid condition did le find in France and
Germany to contrast with this picture? He says:

But a few hours distant by steam necross the English Channel there
are milllons of ‘{:eonla who scarcely know the taste of a good rib or
loin of beef. bhat 1llttle beef there Is on sale s mostly lean and
tough. No wonder horsefiesh sells readily alongside of it. "No wonder
that the canipe and feline creations are called on to make good the
dearth of good bovine supplles.

Now, that is another way of keeping up the equilibrium in the
home markets. The Germans can kill dogs and cats to supply
the beef which they have not got and can not get. [Applause on
the Democratic side.] But the gentleman from Maine says that

this proud position of the German farmer is due to the wisdom of
Bismarck, who investigated and then acted, instead of acting
first and then investigating. The record shows that this senti-
ment was applauded by the membership of this House on his
side of the aisle. What does Mr. Saunders, of our Tariff Board,
say is causing this condition of the German Nation? Ile omits
to mention the wisdom and statesmanship of Bismarck, but
says that—

Continental parliaments are in the grip of the landed proprietors, who
prefer to see a virtual meat famine among the laboring people and
classes, with cattle and hogs selling at 12 to 15 ecents per pound, live
welght, rather than to consent to the relaxation of the r rules and
high tariffs by which foreign-grown foodstuffs are exclud:

After this signed article had been published in the Breeders’
Gazette an Towa farmer wanted to know the “true cause” why
America and Germany could not get together on a trade agree-
ment. Mr. Saunders replied as follows:

The true reason is the effectlve opposition up to date of people who
are profiting largely the status gquo—plethorie German agrarinns on
the onc hand and certain well-fed intcrests on the other. 'The former
arc very active in the German Parliament and the latter in the Amer-
fean Congress.

[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Since the publication of this report many a Republican Con-
gressman has failed to mainfain his equnilibrium at the ballot
box. I commend these reports to the gentleman from Maine
when he begins a revision of his theory of equilibrinums of the
home market.

Agriculture is the basis of our national wenlth, and to make
this foundation secure for the future generations we must con-
serve the fertility of our soil. Every bushel of grain which we
gell abroad reduces our mational wealth to the extent of the
loss of plant food which produces that product. We can not go
on forever selling our raw grains to be fed on foreign solls, be-
cause you can not take away from the land without making a
return to the land. Grain farming encourages soil erosion and
thus lowers or destroys the life-sustaining power of the soil in
two ways—Dby washing away of the soil particles and by a loss
of the chemical elements which produce the growth of plants.
In both of these directions our losses are appalling, It is esti-
mated that 1,000,000,000 tons of soil washes from American
farms and is carried to the sea by our rivers every year. The
waters of the Potomac are never clear, and the mighty current
of the Mississippi ean not earry its burden of silt to the sea.
Our farmers arce spending millions of dollars for fertilizers
every year, and the tax is an ever-increasing one. We need to
have no fear of an increasing population if we can only avoid
n decreasing soil fertility. For this reason alone it is wise
statesmanship to extend our markets for finished food products
rather than to stand paralyzed with fear of competition in raw
grains. The best farmer in any community is he who sells his
products in their most concentrafed form and who saves his by-
products to inerease the fertility of his lands. This means that
the progressive farmer is in reality n manufacturer. His
grains, his grass, and his hay are only raw products; his eggs,
his cream, butter, and live stock are his finished products.
Under this system of agriculture it is possible to return 00 per
cent of the fertility to the soil, and by a scientific rotation of
crops maintain the fertility of the soil for all future time, and
thus insure the future prosperity of our Nation. This is not
possible under any known system of grain farming. The op-
ponents of reciprocity are laying much stress on the possible
competition in wheat.

Our experiment station in Indiana sent a wheat train over
our State last fall to demonstrate that wheat is now grown at
a Joss in Indiana under our present methods. Every farmer
knows this to be true, but his only remedy is to torn to in-
ereased live-stock farming if he would inerease his yields of
wheat. Intensive farming would double the present output of
our farms. This would add billions of dollars to our national
income every year. If some method of extracting annually a
billion of dollars from the rocks of our hills could be discov-
ered it would usher in a golden era in the life of our Nation;
yet this is o small sum compared to the possible increase in the
annual output of our farms; but intense agriculture is impos-
gible, except as it may be based on live-stock industry. There
ig thus a divect relation befween our prolibitive tariff system
and our erude agriculture, which is so rapidly exhausting the
fertility of our farms and thus depleting our national wealth.
We can not go to intense farming without stimulating our live-
stock industry; we can not increase our live stock, because we
can not sell our meat products in the markets of Continentnl
Turope; and we can not sell in their markets, because we pro-
hibit them from selling in ours, Thus our prohibitive tariff
really forms a vicious circle, which is reducing the fertility of
our goil, driving the boys from the farms, and is rapidly chang-
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ing us from an agricultural nation to a manufacturing nation,
Our present high-tariff system is thus actually destroying the
tillage of the soil as the most desirable occupation among men,
to which all other occupations should be subsidiary.

The gentlemen on the other side of this question are prepar-
ing to appeal to the farmers for support at tlie ballot box. I
welcome the test. It has been said that there must be a na-
tional revolt against the worship of manufactures and trade
as the only forms of progressive activity among our people.
Mr. Chairman, this revolt has come and it will be sustained by
the deliberate judgzment of farmers, whose labors are the very
Tountain from which all other occupations flow and by which
they are nourished and fed. [Loud applause.]

The following is a complete list of all agrienltural and live-
stock associations which appointed delegates to the national
reciprocity conference in Chieago:

National Live Stoeck Assoclation, American Stock Growers' Assocla-
tion, American Shorthorn Breeders' Assocliation, Ameriean Hereford
Cattle Breeders' Association, American Polled-Durham Dreeders’ As-
sociation, American Aberdeen-Angus  Breeders' Association, Ameri-
can Galloway Dreeders' Assoelation, National Polled-Hercford Drecd-
ers”  Associntion, Holsteln-Friesian Breeders' Associntlon, Ayrshire
Breeders® Association, American Clydesdale Association, American
I'ercheron IHorse Breeders' Association, French Coach-Horse nglet}'
of Amerlca, Amerlcan Saddle-Horse Breeders’ Association, Aldie Horse
Drecders’ Assoclation, American Shetland Pony Club, Ameriean Suf-
folk Horse Assoclation, Ameriean Shropshire Sheep Association,
Ameriean Oxford Down Association, Amerlcan Buffolk IFlock Registry,
Dorset Horn Sheep Association, Hampshire Down Dreeders’ Asso-
eiation of Ameriea, the Continental Dorset Cinb, American Chevlot
Bheep  ESoelety, Ameriean Milch Goat Iecord Association, Southwest
Poland Chinn Record Association, American Yorkshire Association,
Ameriean T'oland China Ilecord Association, American Berkshire Asso-
eiation, National Duroc-Jersey Itecord Assoelation, Improved Stock
Rreeders’ Association of the Wheat Belt, Cattle Growers' Association of
Texas, Indiana Aberdeen-Angus DBrecders’ Association, Corn-Belt Meat
Producers’ Association, Wiseonsin Shorthorn Breeders' Association, Cat-
tle Growers' Assoclation of New Mexico, Ohlo Wool Growers' Associa-
tion, Olilo Horse Dreeders’ Assoeclation, Oklahoma Improved Dreeders'
Association, North Dakota Live Stock Association, Pennsylvania Live
Btock Association, Kentucky Live Stock Association, Ilock County
(AMlinn.) Breeders' Association, Western Live Stock Protective Associa-
tion, Southeast Missouri Shorthorn  Dreeders” Association, South-
eastern Stock Growers' Association, Bhorthorn Breeders' Assoclatlon
of Bouthieast Virginia, Platte Valley Live Stock Association, North
Miscouri Combinatlon Cattle Hales Asscelation, Fountain County Here-
ford Breeders & Feeders'® Assoclation, Ray County Shorthorn Breed-
ers’  Association, Central Missoturl Hereford Dreeders’ Assocliation,
Marion County Improved Live Stock Association, McLean County Short-
horn DBreeders' Associntion. Keokuk County Polled-Durham Dreeders’
Association, Chica Live Stock Ilxchange, Clevelnnd Live Stock Ex-
change, Hast Buffalo Stock Exchange. Indianapolis Stock Exchange,
Kaonsas City Stock Exchange, Lonisville Stock Exchange, Milwankee
Stock Exchange, Omaha Stock Exchange, I'coria Stock Exchange, Pitts-
burg Stock Exchange, St. Josegh Stock Ixchange, St. Louis Stock Lx-
chan‘ge, Sionx City Stock Exchange,” South 8t. Paul Stock Exchange,
Cattle & Horse Growers' Assoclation of Colorado, Indiana State
Doard of Agriculture, Illindis State Board of Agrienlture, Wisconsin
State Doard of Agriculture, Minnesota State Board of Agriculture, Towa
State Board of Agriculture, Nebraska State Doard of Agriculture, West
Michigan State I'air Association, Wisconsin Farmers' Institute, Minne-
sota IParmers' Institote, Illinols Farmers' Institute, 1llinois Farmers'
Institute of the Third Congressional District, American Society of
Equity, Illincis Seed-Corn Growers' Association, Farmers' Mutual Bene-
fit Associntion, Rob Iloy Union Amerlean Socicty of Equity, Cotton
Growers' I'rotective Association, Farmers' National Congress, Kansas
Corn Breeders' Assoclation, St. Lounls Cotton Exchange, California Fruit
Growers' Association, and International Apple Shippers' Association.

Delegations appointed by governors of States:
i< Iliinois, Towa, Missouri, SBouth Dakota, Nebraska, Wyoming, and New
CXIcO.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
desire to yield time now?

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. LoxaworrH]. [Applause.] Mr. Chair-
man, before doing that I would like to yield two minutes to
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Powkss].

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I had intended to ask con-
siderable time to discuss this measure, but I have received a
telegram this morning which will carry me to the State of
Kentueky at 2 o'clock to-day, and therefore I shall have a few
things to say upon this subject at this time.

This is my first term in Congress. I am inexperienced in
tariff legislation; and since the tariff is the paramount issue
before the American people between the two dominant political
parties in this country, and since the ripened judgment and
matured statesmanship of both parties have for years struggled
in vain to arrive at any satisfactory settlement of this vexed
question, you can readily realize with what trepidation I
approach the discussion of any phasé of this great problem,

I was opposed to Canadian reciprocity and voted against that
measure. After that bill had passed this House, after the farm-
ers’ products of our country had through its provisions been
exposed to unjust discrimination and injury, both at home and
abroad, I had hoped that the farmers’ free-list bill, now under
discussion, would Dbe presented to this House in such a form as
that I could give it my hearty support,

‘At this point, Mr., Chairman, I want to give some of the rea-
sons why I voted against the reciprocity pact with Canada, and
later some rensons why I would gladly support this so-ealled
farmers’ free-list bill, if it twere modified in such a way as to
strip it of at least sone of its unjust and unfair provisions,

In my judgment, the high cost of living in this country gave
birth to the reciprocity treaty with Canada. It was in the hope
of reducing the cost of living and relieving the masses of that
burden that the reciprocity measure had its origin. Stripped
of all disguise, that was, and is, both its aim and objeet. 'The
President intimated so much in his measure of January 26 last,
when he said:

Reciprocity with Canada must necessarily be chlefly confined inm its
effect on the cost of living to food and forest products.

The President was, and is, sincere in his belief that the cost
of living in this counfry is too high and that the great mass of
the American people demand a redunetion therein.

The Democratic Party, with its ear to the ground and with
the hope of ingratiating itself with the American electorate,
coupled with a desire, I grant, of being responsive to the public
will, came forward as the chief champion and defender of this
measure cmanating from a Republican President. It is true that®
the cost of living is too high. I am also free to say that there
is a just popular demand for a reduction in prices; but I shall
not agree that the farmer shounld be the hack horse and the
burden bearer of these blessings to the rest of humanity. If
corn is too high, so is clothing; if potatoes are too high, so is
rice and sugar. If cattle are too high, so is beef. If wheat is
too high, so is flour. If hogs are too high, so is pork. If the
raw materials which the farmer produces and has to sell, are
put upon the free list under this bill, why are not tlie produets
made out of the raw materials which the farmer produces like-
wise put upon the free list? Why is the farmer forced to sell
his wheat in a free market and then buy back the flour made from
that wheat in a protected market? Why protect the manu-
facturer of flour at the expense of the farmer? If the farmer’s
cattle and hogs are put upon the free list, why have not beef
and pork likewise been put upon the free list? Why protect
the great Beef and Pork Trusts at the expense of the farmer?
Why protect the trust products and leave the farmer’s products
unprotected? If the ryc and oats which the farmer raises are
too high, so is the hat which lie wears upon his head and the
shoes he wears upon his feet likewise too high. Why have not
they been put upon the free list in this bill? You have put upon
the protected list the things which the farmer buys; why do
you leave off of the protected list the things which he sells?
The things which the farmer buys, no less than ilie things
which the farmer sells, go to make up the cost of living.

Under this reciprocity agreement the tariff duty of 25 cents
per bushel has been removed from the wheat which the farmer
sells, while a duty of 50 cents per barrel has been refained on
the flour which the farmer buys. In other words, the great flour
mills of Canada are given the opportunity of buying from our
farmers their wheat free and then selling to our farmers the
flour made from their own free wheat with a protection of 50
cents per barrel.

Under this Canadian pact a tariff duty of 10 cents per bushel
has been removed from the oats which the farmer sells, while
a duty of 50 cents a hundred pounds has been retained on the
oatmeal and rolled oats made out of the oais bought of the
farmer free.

Is it right for the Beef Trust and the great packing concerns
of the country to buy free live stock from the farmer and then
be protected by a duty of 11 cents on every pound of meat
which the farmer buys?

Is it fair and just and right to remove protection from the
farmer's barley and protect the brewer at the rate of 45 cents
per 100 pounds?

Is it fair and just and right to remove profection from the
farmer’s rye and protect the distiller at the rate of $2.60 per
gallon on the whisky made therefrom?

Is it fair and just and right to remove protection from the
farmer’'s corn and barley and wheat and rye and oats and
tomatoes and other vegetables and protect the manufacturers
of these produnets into articles prepared for the farmer's
consumption?

=Is it just and fair and right that the Beef Trust and packing
concerns, the millers, the bakers, the brewers, and all the rest
should be protected in what they make out of the products they
buy from the farmer free? 5

Under this reciprocity agrcement things which the farmer
produces and has {o sell were put upon the free list, but the
things which he can not produce, but has to buy, were placed
on the protected list. In other words, the manufactured prod-
uets, in the main, are protected; the farmer’s products, in the
main, are unprotected. Both Canada and the United States,



814

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

Max 1,

under this agreement, propose to protect their factories, but
mutually agree that the produets of the farmers of both coun-
tries may enter the markets of the other free of duty. Is it
right that the American manufacturer should be permitted to
buy the things he consumes from the Canadian farmer free and
go on selling his manufactured and protected products to the
unprotected farmer of our own country? Grant that the price
of living is too high; is not that which the farmer buys too
high as well as that which the farmer sells? And, as a matter
of fact, the farmer, in the main, is not getting an exorbitant
price for the products of his farm.

The Secretary of Agriculture, in his report (1911), shows
that the farmer does not get 50 per cent of the price the con-
sumer is forced to pay for agricultural products. He also
points out that the prices received by farmers in many in-
stances were even less than the cost of production; and that
the middleman, and not the farmer, is the one mostly responsi-
ble for the high cost of foods. The trouble lies with the mid-
dlemen. The profits are made after the farmer's products
leave him and before they reach the table of the consumer. Is
there anything in the reciprocity pact designed to remedy this
evil? Nothing. Should the farmer be singled out-as a vietim
and made the burden bearer for all other classes? In an effort
to reduce the cost of living should the farmer's pockethook be
the only pocketbook ealled upon to contribute to that end? But
the argument has been made here by gentlemen on this floor
that the reciprocity agreement with Canada will reduce the
cost of living and at the same time will not affect the price of
farm products. Since it is conceded by the President, the
author of the reciprocity agreement with Canada, that the
agreement will chiefly affect the products of the farm, and
since the farmer's products are the ones put upon the free list
in this bill, it is beyond my conception to understand how the
cost of living is going to be reduced without reducing the cost
of farm products, and it is equally incomprehensible to me
how the farmer's produets are going to be reduced in price and
the farmer profited thereby. How it is going to help the
farmer to sell what he has got to sell in a low market and buy
what he has got to buy in a high market is a problem the solu-
tion of which the champions of this measure will have to solve,
for they solemnly tell us that the farmer is going to be blessed
and benefited by the transaction and that he should welcome
the day when he sells cheap and buys high.

Canada has a population of about 7,500,000 people; the United
States has a population of over 92,000,000, In other words, the
United States has about twelve times as many inhabitants as
Canada. The advoecates of this bill tell us that it is going to
be a blessed privilege on the part of the farmer of this coun-
try to have the glorious (?) opportunity of selling his farm prod
uets to one Canadian in return for the privilege on the part of
the one Canadian to sell his farm products to 12 Americans,
In other words, that the farmers of this country should welcome
the day when they have the right, without tariff interference, to
at least partially stop selling their products to 12 Americans in
exchange for the privilege of selling them to one Canadian.

Republican protection has built up for our farmers a market
here on American soil amounting to $25,000,000,000 a year, and
it is now proposed by Canadian reciprocity to turn that over to
the Canadian farmer free. We are told that even if our Ameri-
can farmer should get no market of any consequence for the
one he gives up, and even if he is forced to sell his products
into a foreign market at a reduced price, and even if the Cana-
dian farmers have contributed nothing to build our bridges
and roads and churches and schools, or to maintain or keep up
our Institutions, that the American farmer should look upon
this Canadian agreement from a “high plane " ; that the things
I have just mentioned are sordid considerations; that Canada
is our neighbor, and that free intercourse with a neighbor na-
tion is a lofty sentiment and one which should control our ac-
tions in this matter. In answer to that argument I want to say
that this reciprocity pact with Canada is not a matter of senti-
ment, but a matter of business; it is a transaction involving
the welfare of the American farmer, and the Ameriean, not the
Canadian, farmer is the one entitled to our sympathy if there is
any sentiment at all in this proposed agreement.

Most of the gentlemen on the other side of this Chamber have
been loud in their praise of the reciprocity pact, because it is
a free-trade measure, they say; or, to say the least of it, “a
long step in the direction of free trade”; and with that state-
ment I fully agree. This pact is a good deal more than a re-
ciprocal agreement with Canada. It is not a pact for the pur-
pose of exchanging with Canada what we have for what she has
not, or what she has for what we have not. It is putting our
farm products in open competition with the farm products of
Canada. It is not reciprocity; it is free trade. If our farmers
ure to be exposed to free trade with Canada, why should not
our manufacturers be exposed to free trade with Canada? If

free trade with Canada is a good thing for the American farmer
and the American people generally, why is not free trade with
the world a good thing for the American farmer and the Ameri-
can people generally?

I can understand why the Democratic Representatives in this
House and the Democratic Party of the Nation seized the op-
portunity to pass the Canadian reciprocity measure. It was
not mainly for the purpose of enlarging our trade with Canada
and securing the Canadian market, for we already have that.
We now have 60 per cent of Canada’s entire foreign trade.

The reason why the Democratic Party embraced with such
undiseuised delight the opportunity to pass the Canadlan paet
was that it is a heavy blow to the time-honored doctrine of
Republican protection. In faet, it is in many respects a radi-
cal free-trade measure. It does not stop with the “tariff for
revenue only ” doctrine of the Democratic Party. It does not
look to revenue at all. Its most earnest advocates admit that
we will looge from two to ten million dollars in revenues yearly
by reason of the passage of this bill, It would not surprise me
if we lost yearly $50,000,000 in revenue.

The central idea in the fertile brains of the Democratic
Members of this House, and the motive which actuated their
hearts in the passage of the Canadian reciprocity measure, were
to strike a body blow to our protective system.

They are not unmindful of the fact that our protective tariff
system is a logical whole; that protection must either apply to
all industries or apply to none. You can not proteet the manu-
facturers and leave the farmer unprotected. Protection must
protect everybody that needs protection or protect nobody.

I have made these observations, Mr. Chairman, explanatory
of my vote on the Canadian reciprocity measure and prepara-
tory to a few observations I am now golng to make on what is
called the farmers' free-list bill now pending before this House.

As I have intimated heretofore, I had hoped to be able to
give what some are pleased to call the farmers' free-list bill
my hearty support. As an original proposition T would have
opposed it in whatever form presented. What I mean to say
is, that if the Canadian reciprocity bill had not passed this
House and if this misnamed farmers' free-list bill had been
introduced as an original proposition, and not as an intended
balm (supposed in the minds of some to rehabilitate the status
of and compensate for the injury done) the American farmer
by the passage of the reciproecity bill, I would have cast my
vote against it because of its free-trade provisions. That this
measure is a blow at our protective system no one doubts or
denies, and that the United States owes her greatness, in a
great measure at least, to our protective policy is the belief of
many of her citizens.

The truth is that the protective system has been the generally
accepted economic policy of the United States. For years our
people have been divided as to the amount of protection and
about just what should be protected and what should not be
protected; but few of our people have been open advocates of
free trade. The Republican Party has stood for such duties on
imported articles (coming in competition with our own) as would
furnish protection to American capital and American labor.
The Demeceratic Party has stood for such rates of duty on im-
poried articles’ as would furnish us sufficient revenues to run
the Government when economically administered, apparently
without regard to the effect on American eapital and American
labor. The *insurgent ” and * stand-pat" Republicans differ on
matters here and there, but all stand for some sort of protec-
tion and none for free trade. The tariff is essentinlly a selfish
question. The Democrats want a fariff for revenue only. The
Republicans want a tariff not only for revenue, but a tariff so
levied as will protect American capital and American labor,
Most everybody wants a tariff levied on the products of foreign
countries coming into our own country, in order to raise sufii-
cient revenues to defray the necessary expenses of this great
Government. We differ as to just how to get this money; but
all agree that it is much to our liking to get it from the pockets
of the foreigner, if we can, rather than to take it ont of our
own. And here at home I find that our views as individuals
are much warped by how tariflf duties, or the lack of them, on
this article or that are going to affect us. The Middle West
and their Representatives here, or the most of them, want free
lumber and protection on agricultural products. Why? Be-
cause they produce the one and do not produce the other, They
want to buy as cheap and sell as high as they can, The lumber-
producing districts want protection on lumber and would like
to see farm products on the free list. Why? Because they
want to sell what they have to sell as high as they can and buy
what they have got to buy as cheap as they can. The New Eng-
land manufacturer is interested in having profection on the
product he manufactures and apparently would take quite a
delight, some of them, in buying products of the farm from the
farmer free,
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It has been wisely said that the tariff question is a logeal
question, and the author of that saying could have added, with
equal truth, “and a selfish question.” The tariff will have to
stand as a whole, or it can not stand at all.

The Democrats, through their representatives here, have put
the products of the American farmer on the free list, so far
as Conada is concerned; and Canada is our closest and most
dangerous competitor. It seems to me that any unprejudiced
mind must admit that great injury has been done the farmer
in the passage of the reciprocity agreement with Canada. In
fact, the Democratic majority on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, in making a report on the farmers' free-list bill, ad-
mitted that the American farmer was getting the worst of it in
the reciprocity agreement with Canada, and urged that the
farmers’ free-list bill be passed to remedy that wrong. In the
report just referred to this significant language is used:

In fact, action on the Canadian agreement involves the necessity of
further and immedlate action in removing a number of duties on
imports from other countries, in order that justice may be done to
the great army of our agricultural producers.

Thie Democratic Party knows that the American farmer has
Dbeen unfairly dealt with in putting his products in open com-
petition with the products of the Canadian farmer. Canada
is a mew and undeveloped country, with matchless possibilities
and unbounded resources.

It seems that many, if not most, Americans realize this faet,
for in the year 1009, $304,000,000 belonging to’ enterprising
inhabitants of the United States were invested in the Dominion
of Canadn, most of it being put in mines and timber and
timber lands.

Ninety thousand nine hundred and ninety-nine residents of
ihe United States left this country in the year 1890 and made
their future homes in Canada. North Dakota furnished
16,000 of this number, while Minnesota and the State of
‘Washington each furnished over 11,000.

Canada, in 1910, produced 95,000,000 bushels of wheat avail-
able for export. Mer total yield that year was 166,744,000
bushels, She, therefore, produced twice as much as she needed
for her own consumption, and actually exported that year
07,000,000 bushels of wheat, much of it coming to the United
States, In that same year the United States exported only
114,000,000 bushels of wheat. This gives some idea of what
Canada will do along this line when her 8,000,000 people reach the
92,000,000 point, which we boast of possessing in this country.

The Canadian wheat lands, of which there are 20,000,000 acres
in the Provinces of Manitoba, Alberta, and Saskatchewan alone,
average, when in cultivation, 22 bushels of wheat to the acre,
while the average yield of the United States is only 15 bushels
per acre. KExperts say that Canada is capable of produchgz as
much wheat yearly as is now produced in the United States.

Canada cxported to the United States in 1908 52,582,001
worth of live stock, cattle, hogs, sheep, and horses. In 1900
Canada shipped to the United States $1,847,836 worth of bread-
stuffs, wheat, rye, beans, and so forth. In the same year she
shipped $382,118,000 worth of provisions—beef, cheese, egzs, and
so forth—to the United States.

In the year 1909 Canada produced $2,912,500 worth of hogs,
$2,705,390 worth of sheep, and $7,234,085 worth of cattle. In
the same year she produced 55,398,000 bushels of barley,
166,744,000 bushels of wheat, and 353,466,000 bushels of oats.
The total field crops of Canada in 1909 were valued at $552,-
992,100. In the year 1008 Canada stood tenth among the na-
tions of the world as a wheat producer, and in 1909, one ycar
later, she held the fifth position.

These figures show something of Canada’s capacity along
agricultural lines and something of her danger to us as a com-
petitor in agricultural products.

For thesc and other reasons I voted against the reciprocity
agreement with Canada and did what I could to avert its pas-
sage, believing that great harm and injury would result to the
American farmer by rcason thereof. But since that bill has
passed this House, since the Democratic Party has, through
its passage, made this onslaught on the farmers of our coun-
try—about one-sixth of our population—in the interest of
‘“eheaper food,” and since our farmers are, as far as Canada
is concerned, forced to sell the products of their farms in o
free market and buy the things they have got to buy in a pro-
tected market, I repeat that I much regret that the farmers'
free-list bill, now soon to be voted on here, has, what appears
to me, so many unwise and unfair provisions in it.

If this free-list bill had been one to benefit and not merely
appease the American farmer, it would have had my hearty
support. If it had been a Dbill really to help the American
farmer and not to make peolitical capital at his and others' ex-
pense, it would have had on the floor of this House no advocate
more earnest than T, although, as I have said, I would have
been against it as an original proposition,

Now, let us look at some of the provisions of this so-called
farmers’ free-list bill. It provides that “ plows, tecoth harrows,
disk harrows, headers, harvesters, reapers, agricultural drills
and planters, mowers, horserakes, cultivators, thrashing ma-
chines, cotton gins, farm wagons, farm carts, and all other
agricultural implements—whatever that may mean—of any
kind and deseription, whether specifienlly mentioned herein or
not, whether in whole or in parts, including repair parts,
# % % ghall be exempt from duty when imported into the
United States.”

The gentlemen on the opposite side of this Chamber main-
tain that they propose to pass this Dbill in the interest of the
American farmer. That being their avowed purpose, it would
be well to look dispassionately at the situation and see whether
or not this portion of the bill, if passed, will redound to the
benefit of the farmers of our country, and to what extent, if
any. If this part of the bill, when passed, will greatly benefit
our farmers, then it ought to receive the hearty support of all
the Members here.

To aseertaln whether or not this part of the bill, if enacted
into law, will benefit our farmers, it is necessary to determine
at least three things: 1. What is the present status of the arti-
cles mentioned in this part of the bill relative to tariff duties?
2, What are the prices on these various articles now, in our
own country and abroad? 3. And what effect, if any, will the
passage of this bill have on the price of the articles mentioned
herein?

Addressing myself to the first inquiry I find under section 476
of our present tariff law, which is now in operation, that
“ plows, tooth and disk harrows, harvesters, reapers, agricul-
tural drills and planters, mowers, horserakes, cultivators,
thrashing machines, and cotton ging, and so forth, shall be im-
ported into this couniry free of duty,” provided “no tax or
duty ” shall be imposed on us, “on like articles imported from
the United States’ into other countries, and in the event any
foreign couniry refuses to let us ship our agricultural imple-
ments, and so forth, free of duty into it, then we charge that
country 15 per cent ad valorem for shipping its like implements
into this country and emjoying the privilege of our American
markets.

Is there anything radically wrong about these provisions of
our present tariff law? We offer to let farming implements of
other countries come into this country free of duty if they will
let our farming implements go into their country free of duty.
Anything unfair about that? Is it right for us to give the vari-
ous countries of the world a free market for their agrienltural
implements in this couniry and, in turn, be denled a free market
for our agricultural market in thelrs? Should we diseriminate
against our own industries, or any part of them, in favor of
the industries of foreizgn countries? Should the American manu-
facturer, simply because he is a manufacturer, who employs
well-paid American labor, be discriminated against in favor of
another manufacturer, who employs cheap-paid foreign labor?
Is it right that American manufacturers of agricultural imple-
ments, who employ American labor, should be forced to pay
a duty on the agricultural implements which they send to other
countries and let the manufacturers of agricultural implements
of other countries, who employ foreign Iabor, send their agri-
cultural implements mto this country free of dufy? Such a
course discriminates against both American eapital and Amer-
ican labor. And, besides that, it is my information that the
International Harvester Co.—and which is somectimes referred
to as the Agricultural Implement Trust—has manufacturing
plants not only in Ameriea, but in Canada, Sweden, Russia,
France, and Germany; and that agricultural implements are as
cheap, or about as cheap, in America as they are clsewhere.

If that be true, and if this tariff Iaw, which is soon to be
enacted here, is to remain long in force, would it not be a wise
idea for the International Harvester Co. and other concerns in
the United States engaged in making farm implements to re-
move their plants to Canada and elsewhere and save the thou-
gands of dollars annually which are now paid this Government
in tariff duties for the privilege of shipping and selling agri-
cultural implements into this country.

In that event this Government would not only lose the
thousands of dollars paid in tariff duties, but our wage earners
would lose $30,000,000 annually now paid American labor in
the manufacture of agricultural implements.

In 1905 the United States produced $111,3449075 worth of
agricultural implements. There were in the year of 19800
46,682 wage earners employed in the United States in the
manufacture of agricultural implements. In that year there
was $157,707,001 of American money invested in the manu-
facture of *hese implements. The State of Kentucky alone
had $1,785,605 invested in this enterprise, and paid Kentucky
svage earners over $300,000, The State of Illinois had
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$062,202,320 invested in the manufacture of agricultural imple-
ments, and paid over §9,000,000, exclusive of officers and clerks’
salarles, to American wage earners.

To let the cheaply made agrieultural implements be shipped
into this country free of duty would be, indeed, an unjust and
unfair diserimination against American eapital and American
Inbor, espeecially in view of the fact that tariff duties must be
paid by us on all the agricultural implements which we send
for sale to other countries.

Since agricultural implements are already as cheap in this
country as elsewhere, and sinee we lose thousands of dollars in
revenue for this Government and transfer millions of dollars
from American to foreign labor, it is evident, it seems to me,
that this section of the farmers' free * fake' bill if enacted
into law, will hurt, not help, both the American farmer and the
Ameriean people generally.

This farmers' free * fake bill” provides also ‘“that on and
after the day following the passage of this act beef, veal, mutton,
lamb, pork, and meats of all kinds, fresh, salted, pickled, dried,
smoked, dressed and undressed, prepared or preserved in any
manner, bacon, hams, shoulders, lard, lard compound and lard
substitutes, sausage, sausage meats shall be exempt from duty
when imported into the United States.” DBefore the passiage of
this bill I propose to introduce the following amendment:

Provided, That beef, veal, mutton, lamb, pork, and other ments stipu:
lated in this section of the bill, and which are produced in the Unlted
States, shall be admitted free of duty into the country or countries,
dependency or dependencies, which import any of like articles Into this
country.

I have no idea that the amendment I will offer will pass this
House, The truth is that the Democratic Representatives
here have already held a caucus on this bill and have already
decided that no amendment, however meritorious, shall have a
chance to become incorporated into and made a part of this
measure when enacted into Iaw.

The Democrats of this House have decided that this farmers'
free-list bill shall pass this House without amendment from
anybody. That, however, shall not deter me from offering
whatever amendments, which, if enacted into law, would, in
my judgment, prove to be beneficial to the country at large,
and especinlly the distriet 1 have the privilege and honor of
representing. The Democratic Party, through its Ways and
Means Committee, said in its report on the farmers' free-list
bill that great injury had been done “the great army of our
agricultural producers” through and by reason of the passage
of the Canadian pact; that * the advantages of the agreement
are greater for the people of Canada than for the people of our
own country ; and hence the introduction of the farmers' free-
list bill to remedy that wrong. DBut does it remedy it? Will
this section of the farmers' free-list bill, which removes the duty
on beef, mutton, pork, and so forth, actually help the American
farmer—the American producer?

We produced in this country, in the year 1905, $760,764477
worth of fresh and preserved meats, while only $477,755 worth
was imported into this country from other countries for con-
sumption.

In the year 1910 we produced in this country in the nelgh-
borhood of $1,000,000,000 worth of fresh and preserved meats,
while only $736,165 worth were imported into this ecountry
from other countries for consumption and on which $159,865 in
duties were paid to us by foreign countries. But they tell us
if we will let foreign meats come into this country free of duty
that we can well afford to lose $159,865 yearly in duties paid
to this country, because they say that If we permit free meats
to come to this country it will greatly reduce the price of ments
and therefore the cost of living.

If it be true, as contended by Democratic Representatives here,
that the importation of meats into this country from foreign
countries free of duty will greatly reduce the price of meats,
and therefore the cost of living, on whom, I ask, will this bur-
den of reduced cost of meats fall? The American farmer raises
caftle and hogs and sheep, and so forth, from which beef and
pork and mutton, and so forth, are produced. Now, if the price
of beef and pork and mutton, and so forth, are greatly reduced,
will not the price of eattle and hogs and sheep, and so forth,
be necessarily reduced and will not the American farmer be
the great safferer from this transaction?

We now have over 6,000,000 farmers in the United States,
arcd no legislation should be enacted here or elsewhere that
fails to give their interest due consideration.

The interests of the farmers and stock raisers of our country
are already greatly imperiled by the importation of cheaply
produced frozen meats from other countries. A number of onr
competitors in such meats are the countries of Canada, New
Zealand, Argentina, Australia, Mexico, and other countries,
which produce much more of meats than they consume and are
already exporting largely to other countries, -

Canada, three years ago, shipped $11,000,000 worth of cattle,
on the hoof, to Kurope; five years ago we shipped $22,000,000
worth of meats to Europe; and last year we shipped only
$12,000,000 worth of meats to Europe.

The countries which I have already referred to, swhich are
producing cheaper meat than it is in our power to produce, have
already taken much of our foreign markets from us. Argen-
tina, for instance, in 1909 sent $32,000,000 worth of meats to
Europe; New Zealand sent $17,000,000 to Europe; other coun-
tries were and are heavy meat exporters.

The authors of this free-list bill propose to let all these other
countries sgend their cheaply produced meats to the United
States and enjoy the privilege of the American market without
paying a cent duty for the privilege of doing so; and in turn
our farmers and stock raisers are denied the privilege of send-
ing their meats to other countries without paying, in many in-
stances, heavy tariff duty thereon. But we are told that even if
the American farmer does have to sell his farm produets cheaper,
and, especially his meat products cheaper, by reason of the
passage of this free-list bill, that in turn he can buy what he
has to buy so much cheaper by reason thereof that he will in the
end be greatly benefited. Let us look into that claim for a few
moments and see what truth, if any, there is to that statement,

The Democratic Party has for years contended that the price
of any given article to the consumer is increased by the amount
of the fariff duty levied on that article. In other words, that
the consumer pays the tax. I am not saying that that is true;
but if it be true, as contended by the Democratic Party, let us
see whether or not the American farmer will be benefited by
the passage of this farmers' freelist bill. Taking the ad
valorem rate of duty in the year 1909 on the articles mentioned
in this farmers’ free-list bill, which the farmer has to buy, and
the farmers’ consumption of these articles herein in the year
1905—the only one on which I now have the figures at my com-
mand—I find that the farmers of our country under the Demo-
cratic theory would save $03,869,914 in buying manufactured
articles and other things he has to buy which are enumerated
in this free-list bill. But while that is true, the same process
of caleulation shows that the farmers of this country would
lose each year $202618,285 by the reduction in prices of farm
products, or a total loss of $108,758,371, or $33.12 annually to
every farmer.

TasLe 1.—8howing supposed reduction to farmers in manufactured

products wchich the farmer buys, included in H. R. 4418, which is the
farmers’ frec-list bill.

Consumption
Ad valo-| Bupposed | Farmers’
Artlcles. ‘_‘,’;i"lﬁ}zf&%& rem duty vedinécion part of
1805, 1910. in price. | reduction.
Agdmillural implements.........| $90,637,110 20 | $18,127,422 | §18,127, 422
Bagging for cotton sacks, burlaps, 4 vy Mot
[ i e T e e DR H s e S 28 7,288, 851 7,288, 851
Eot t&n ties b‘()gltosw or band img - 12,039,953 36 4,541,373 4,541,373
eaiLner, . Shﬂ(‘.‘s-
saddles, saddiery, ete..........| 493,005,263 7| 33,510,306 | 11,170,112
Barbed and other fence wire,
wire rods, strands, ropes, etc. 113, 027, 205 28 | 31,647,017 | 31,847,617
Lumber, laths, and shingles. 8| 55,063,079 | 18, 654,650
Sewing machines and parts o 30 2,549, 239 840, 746
B ey s i Yo TR e e e 9,540,827 50 4,770,412 1,500,134
Total annual gain to farm-
B8 e v i insrsimarmasslasdesbanrasans[itsebosdui|evnnonressass 03, 869, 914
Average annual gain to
T e e N T o vy ] | 15. 64

In the above table I have assumed that farmers will get the
benefit of all the reduction in prices of farm implements, cotton
bagging, cotton ties, and barbed and other wire for fencing. But
leather, boots and shoes, lumber, sewing machines, and salt are
used by all classes of citizens, I have therefore assumed that
the farmers would consume one-third of these articles, and
hence should be eredited with only one-third of the reduetion in

‘the cost of these articles.

TivLe 2.—Showing supposed reduction !'; price of articles manufactured
{from farm products, which the farmer sells, included in H. K. }j13,
which would be a loss to the farmers.

Consumption

s ; Ad valo-| Supposed | Per capita

Articles. L articie in |rem duty reduction | b oah

1905, 1910. in price. farmer.,
Fresh and preserved meats......| $614,805,210 23 %152, 050, 504 25,47
Flourand grits, cerealsand bread.| 605,041, 533 21 | 139, 658,721 23. 97
Totalannuallosstolarmers.|......cooeeeuufencesnans 292,618,285 48.74

Avernge annualloss to each

e AT o B i el e o 48.74
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In other words, by taking the Democratic contention and
ficures which I have referred to, it is shown that by the pas-
sage of this bill there will be a total loss annually to the farm-
ers of the United States of $198,758,371, or each farmer will
incur a net loss of $33.12 yearly.

We exported, in 1010, $106,844,808 worth of fresh and pre-
served meats to other countries, American markets having first
been supplied by the products of the American farmer, all
except §736,165 worth of meats, which were shipped into this
country from other countries.

Now, it is proposed by the framers of this bill not only to
turn over the entire annual American market of about $1,000,-
000,000 free to all the countries of the world, with a loss in
revenue of over $200,000 annually, but at the same time to
force us to pay a tariff duty on all the meats, and so forth, we
export to other countries.

Under this arrangement all the other eountries of the world
can have the benefit of the American market without paying
a copper for the privilege of selling their meats, and so forth,
in this eountry; but when we seek a2 market in which to sell our
surplus, then we have to pay for it in the shape of tariff duties.

The amendment I have referred to and which I propose to
offer will remedy this evil will at least force foreign coun-
tries that make us pay a duty for the privilege of selling our
meats, and so forth, in their markets likewise pay a duty to
us for the privilege of selling their meats, and =o forth, in our
markets. It is not fair nor just nor right to furnish free mar-
kets to the world and in turn be denied by the world free mar-
kets for our produets.

I will not attempt to discuss at length the leather, boot, and
shoe schedule in this bill. The truth is that the American
shoe worker is paid from 35 to 90 per cent more for wages
than the foreign shoe worker, bt he does more work and better
work than his colaborers in other countries.

Our present tariftf of 10 per cent on shoes made of bovine
and calf and 15 per cent on shoes made from other leather
fall far short of equalizing the wages paid in foreign coun-
tries, which, excepting IEngland, have practically a prohibitive
duty. In Canada it is 30 per cent; France, 57 to 95 cents per
pair; DBelgium, 27 cents per pound; Germany, 25 per cent;
Ausiria, 20 cent per kilo; Japan, 40 per cent, and so on.

1f the tariff duty of from 10 to 15 per cent which is now in
operation in this country is wiped out, as is proposed in this
bill, without requiring a similar concession from other coun-
iries, it puts both American ecapital and American labor at
great disndvantage.

According to the last Government report, the United States
pays her boot and shoe employees an average of $38.33 per
month, or five times as much as they are paid in some of the
foreign countries.

Tan bark is used in the manufacture of shoes from hides of
cattle, and so forth. We produce in the eleventh congressional
distriet of Kentucky a good deal of tan bark, and if the boot
and shoe industry of the United States is crippled, it will
greatly cripple that industry in the district I have the honor
to represent, injuring both the laborers and owners of tan
barlk, as well as those owning the timber from which tan bark
Is taken.

There is another provision in this farmers' free-list bill
which ought to defeat its passage. The section of the bill to
which I refer provides that—

Timber, hewed, sided, or sqnared, or round timber used for spars or
m bullding wharyes, shingles, laths, fencing posts, sawed Dboards,
planks, deals, and other Iumber, rough or dressed, ete.—

Shali be—
exempt from duty when imported into the United States.

We produced in the United States in the year 1910 $724.-
705,760 worth of Tumber, laths, and shingles, and we exported
in that same yenr to other countries $47,504,800 worth of lum-
ber, laths, and shingles. The lumber has been and is yet one
of our big industries. At one time the United States was the
grentest timber country in the world to its size. There was
a time when the forests of the United States covered 850,-
000,000 acres. It is claimed that we have left something near
550,000,000 acres of timber lands, but great inroads have been
made upon the supply of valuable timber in all parts of this
counfry.

We now take from our forests yearly 20,000,000,000 cubic
feet of wood, 90,000,000 cords of firewood, 40,000,000 feet of
Iumber board measure, 118,000,000 hewn ties, and a billion and
a lalf of staves, besides immense quantities of lumber used in
other ways, and it is a heavy drain upon the forests of our
country,

XLVII 52

In my judgment a pretty hard blow was struck at the lumber
business of the United States in the passage of the Canadian
reciprocity agreement, although a duty of 10 cents per 1,000
pieces was retained on laths, and a duty of 30 cents per 1,000
pieces was retained on shingles, and a duty of 50 cents per
1,000 feet, board measure, was retained on *sawed boards,
planks, deals, and other Imuber planed or finished on one side.”
It is true, of course, under the reciprocity agreement, that
“gawed boards, planks, and other lumber not otherwise manu-
faetured than sawed,” as well as “timber hewn, sided, or
squared, otherwise than by sawing,” and so forth, were put
upon the free list with Canada, but not with the rest of the
world. In other words, rough lumber, in the main, was put
upon the free list with Canada under the reciproecity pact, while
lumber partly or at all manufactured was not. But under
this free-list bill lumber of all kinds, except mahogany, rose-
wood, and a few others, are put upon the free list. Shingles
and laths were put upon the free list, and while Canada can
now ship shingles and laths into this country free of duty, we
will have to pay a duty for the privilege of shipping our shingles
and laths into Canada. 2

In lumber, shingles, laths. and so forth, our northern neigh-
bor, Canada, *“the Indy of the snows,” is our closest and most
dangerous competitor.

Canada is a vast counfry in area, containing 700,000 square
miles more territory than the United States, leaving out Alaska.
It is a country largely undeveloped, with boundless resources.
Take British Columbia, for example. That Province possesses
the largest compact area of merchantable timber anywhere to
be found in the whole of North America. The truth is that
western Canada will soon be furnishing Iumber for a large part
of the world's requirements. The lumber produced in British
Columbia now finds a market all over the world, large quan-
tities of it being shipped into the United States.

The Province of Ontario produced $24,399,077 worth of lumber
in 1909 ; the Province of Quebee produced $10,838,608 worth the
same year; while other Provinces in Canada rushed the grand
total up to $54,430,036. In the same year Canada produced over
$1,000,000 worth of laths and over $3,000,000 worth of shingles.

In the month of October, 1909, Canada shipped $1,985,07T7
worth of planks and boards into the United States, $241,525
worth of laths, palings, and pickets, and $178110 worth of
shingles. If Canada can ship this muech stuff into the United
States in one month and pay our tariff duties on same, what
may we expect now, when she has no tariff duties to pay? Lum-
bering will for many years be one of the chief industries of
Canada. Much of her virgin forests are yet untouched by the
hands of man.

To expose to the cheap-paid labor of Canada, and without
tariff interference, except to our detriment, the lumber interests
of this country, big and little—whether on the country farm
and in the tree or at the mill and manufactured into planks,
boards, or otherwise—is to me a proposition so preposterous as
to merit the condenmmation of every fair-minded American.

The reciprocity pact with Canada did give the lumber infterest
of our country a little protection in that our lumber was put
upon an equal footing with Canadian lumber, except we were
exposed to the cheaper paid labor of that country: but under
the free-list bill, Canada has the privilege of sending practically
all of ber lumber to this country free of duty, while the United
States ecan not send any of her lumber to Canada that is
partly, or at all, manufactured without paying a heavy duty
on same. That this is an unfair discrimination against us and
in favor of Canada, as well as other countries, it seems to me,
no one can either doubt or deny,

In behalf of the lumber owners (not the Lumber Trusts)
and the lumber industry of the United States, and especially
in the interest of the farmers of the eleventh congressional dis-
trict of KKentucky, who have tracts of timber on their farms,
and others engaged in the lumber industry in that district, T
propose to offer an amendment to the lumber section of the
farmers’ free-list bill, which will provide that no country that
charges us duty on our lumber, when shipped into its territory,
can ship its lumber into this country free of duty.

The amendment I have prepared and which, at the proper
time, T ghall offer, is as follows: After the words “cabinet
woods,” in the section of this bill providing for no tariff to be
charged or levied on lumber, and so forth, when shipped into
this country, add the following:

Provided, That each and all the articles specified In this sectlon,
and produced in the Unlted States, shall be ndmitted free of duty into
nll countries, dependency, or dependencics, which imports any of said
articles into this country.

This iz a fair and just amendment—one that ought to pass
this House. No country that charges us a duty for the privilege
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of shipping and selling our lunmber, and so forth, into its market
should be permitted the privileze of shipping and selling its
Inmber here, in our market, free of duty.

I feel sure that the amendment I have offered will not pass
this House. No amendment offered by any Republican will
pass this House, because the Democratic majority here have
determined to pass this bill without amendment; but T want
to enter my protest against its unfair provisions. There are
some things in the free-list bill I would be glad to vote for,
and would vote for, if presented separately and not coupled
with sueh unfalr provisions as the lumber and meat schedules,
for instance.

If the sounihern rice planters and sugar growers or producers
are to have the privilege of buying free lumber, those who own
timber up in my district, or engaged in its manufacture, would
like to have the privilege of buying free rice and free sugar
from their neighbors in the South, who are permitted to buy
their lmmber free.

In the year 1910 there were $79,000,000 worth of beet and cane
sugar produced in the United States, and in the same year our
neighbors to the south produced 1,000,000,000 pounds of rice.
Why did not the framers of this farmers’ frec-list bill put rice
and sugar on the free list? Its authors put ground meal and
wheat flour on the free list, They are produced in my district
and in the North and West, but'lemons, oranges, grapefruit, and
rice and rice flour, which are produced in the South, arc left
on the protected list. Did the framers of this bill put lumber
and ground meal and wheat flour, and so forth, on the free list
beeause they are produced in certnin sections of the United
States, and leave sugar and rice and rice flour and lemons and
oranges, and so forth, on the protected list because they are
produoced in certain other sections of this country—ecertain
Democratic scctions of this country?

This is the first time in 16 years that the Democratic Party
has had a majority of Representatives on the floor of this House.
In the main, for more than a score of years, the Democratic
Party here has been a party of obstruction—a party of theory.
And the pelitical tidal wave that brought the Democratic Party
in the majority in this House was not so much of an expres-
sion of confidence in the Democratic Party as a rebuke to what
the people thought was a dereliction of duty to them upon the
part of the Republican Party, conpled with a lamentable divi-
sion in its own ranks. The Democratic Party does not now
have the confidence of a majority of the American people.
The Democratic Party can win that confidence only by wise and
constructive statesmanship. It can not win it by striking down
an indusiry here and an industry there. It can not win it by
legislating for one class of our people and against another
class of our people. It ean mot win it by legislating for one sec-
tion of our country and against another section of our country.
It can not win it, and it does not deserve to win if, by legislation
more favorable to other countries than our own. The cham-
pionship of the people's rights should be confined by this House
to the championship of the rights of Americans, Let foreign coun-
tries, except in extreme eases, look after their own. [Applause.]

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, in the bill which we have
before us we see the concrete result of 10 years of Democratic
deliberation. I regret that I find myself unable to compliment
the majority of my colleagues on the Committee on Ways
and Means on this their first essay in tarifl legislation. The
product of their deliberations is a bill which they themselves
can not explain except in the vaguest terms. If there is one
thing desirable in a tariff bill, and particularly in one like this,
which affects millions of people and perhaps billions of money,
< it is clarity, and clarity is a feature of this bill that is con-
spicnous by its absence. It is utterly imposeible for either
friend or foe of this measure to more than guess at what it
means. Ifs friends do not seem able to explain what they in-
tend it to mean. Its opponents can form no idea of what it
does mean. No one knows, or if he does lie has not so far ex-
plained, either what industrics this measure is intended to af-
feet or what industrics, as a matter of fact, it does affect.

We are told in the report of the majority of the Ways and
Means Committee that it is hoped that it will not cause a lpss
of revenue of more than about $10,500,000; but we can not be
sure from anything that we have so far heard that it may not
amount to millions upon millions more. In their zeal to show
that, at least npon its face, this bill is intended to benefit one
particular class of the community, 1ts proponents have employed
general terms. For ingtance, the word “ agricultural ¥ is used
in so loose a way that it is impossible to tell how the provisions
in which this word appears shall be construed. In reply to
questions asked by gome of us on this side who really want to
know what we are voting for, we are asked to wait until the
courts in the future shall have construed this measure.

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Usperwoop], the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and Means, my very good
friend, and the one man on that side of the House particularly
qualified to discuss any question of the ftariff, was unable
to cite me the other day tlie paragraph in the existing law
to which an item on which I questioned him would apply. And
later on, when I happened to hazard the remark that this para-
graph might be difficult of construction by the Trensury ofiicials,
he replied, with a rather contemptuous reference to the high-
priced Itepublican machinery which we had provided for the
construction of tariff measures. I devoutly hope, Mr. Chalrinan,
that this * high-priced Republican mnchinery” may never be
called upon to construe this bill. But in the meantime it ccenrs
to me that the membership of this House is entitled to xunow
what we are voting upon now.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MAnx], the leader tipon
this side of the House, in his speech the other day drilled this
measure so full of holes that neither the polished suavity of
my friend from New York [Mr. Harmisox] nor the brusque elo-
quence of my friend from Kentucky [Mr, JAMES] can make any
pretense of stopping them up.

There are such phrases as these:

All other agricultural implements of any kind or deseription.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chalrman

Mr, LONGWORTH. I will ask not fo be interrupted now. I
will be glad to yleld further on to my colleague.

Also the following:

Other materials sultable for bagging or sacking agrieultural products,
Wire for baling hay, straw, or other agricultural prodicts.

Other kinds of wire suitable for fenecing.

All prepared cereal feods.

They all occur in this bill.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Masx] and others have
asked what these phrases mean, Your answer has been, “ They
mean what they say.” Now, that is no answer, gentlemen. It
is no argmmnent to say that we upon this side of the Houss are
unduly technical, as the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. JAMES]
gaid the other day. The membership of this House is entitled
to know what it is yvoting on. It does not kunow to-day, and it
can not know under the language in this bill.

We have, at least, the right to know how much revenue we
are voting away from the Government, and there is not n man
upon this floor that can more than vaguely guess within mil-
lions. In the absence of any satisfactory explanation as to
how thig bill should be construed, in the absence of any amend-
ment or amendments which would clarify its language, it is our
duty as Members of this ITouse to vote it down.

This House, intrusted as it is with the origination of tariff
legislation, ought not to pass a bill such as this, no mafter
how unfavorable the ultimate prospect may be of its becoming
a law.

In the time at my disposal I do not intend to discuss every
feature of this Dill, and only one in any great detail. I take up
this feature not only because it affects milllons of capital and
thousands upon thousands of workmen, not only because it is
a great industry in the district whieh I have the honor to repre-
gent, but because it is the best example T can imagine as illus-
trating the present and future policy of the Democratic Party
with regard to the freatment of American industries. I mean
the shoe and leather schedule.

If I approved of every other feature of this bill, Mr. Chalr-
man, I should oppose it because it undertakes to put shees and
Jeather made from cattle hides on the free list. This propo-
sition, it seems to me, sirikes at the very foundation of the
Republican theory of protection. If we are to vote this propo-
gition into the law we might as well forever abandon the
thought that we shall in the future give any consideration
whatever to American industries or to American labor in mak-
ing up tariff bills.

We are here asked to wipe out nbsolutely the meager duty
that is still maintained upon leather and shoes, and shich
is placed there to equalize the difference between their cost
of production here and abread. Not the slightest attempt is
made to show that there is no such difference in the cost of
production, but we are simply told that if shoes and leather are
placed on the free list it may possibly in the ead reduce their
price in the hands of the consumer.

The interests of the consumer are alone considered. The
interests of the producer, both employer and employee, are
thrown absolutely fo the winds. If there were n high duly on
ghoes and leather; if it were claimed that there were inordinate
profits made in their manufacture; if any one of you would even
remotely suggest that there is a combination in the shoe and
Jeather business there might he some exense for hringing in this
proposition at this time, But no such statement has been made.
No such statement can be made. The duties on leather and
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shoes are the lowest of those on the products of any great
‘American industry in a highly manufactured state; in the one
case but 6 per cent, in the other case but 10 per cent.

In the report of the majority of this committee the average
duty on the paragraph in this bill is placed at but 7.38 per
cent. Does anyone, even the most radical free trader, claim
that a duty of 7.38 per cent is prohibitive, or even excessive?
Can anyone claim that a duty so small as this adds pereeptibly
to the cost of an article in the hands of the ultimate consumer?

If there is one industry in which the keenest competition ex-
ists and always has existed in every part of this country, it is
the shoe and leather industry. If there had been any chanece of
a combination in a portion of it—that is, the tanning industry—
it was killed absolutely by the passage of the Payne law, which
placed hides upon the free list.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I voted for free hides, not in the interest
of the shoe manufacturer nearly so much as in the interest of
the independent tanner. The prospect seemed to be that if
hides were not placed upon the free list, if the existing duty was
maintained, the Chieago packers would go into the tanning
business; and controlling as they would practically the entire
American supply of hides, they would have had an advantage
over their competitors of not less than 15 per cent, because their
competitors would be thrown baek upon the foreign market
and have to pay a duty where the packers did not.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LONGWORTH. The placing of hides upon the free list
has made free competition among all the tanners of this coun-
try, and they have now a duty of only b per cent as against all
their competitors throughout the world.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. WIill the gentleman yield for a
question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Ohio yield to
the gentleman from Colorado?

Mr. LONGWORTH. I will yield for a very brief question.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Did the gentleman take into con-
alderation, when he voted to put hides upon the free list, the
interests that the farmer and the stock grower had in the hide
industry in this country?

Mr. LONGWORTH, Why, I believed at the time I voted to
put hides on the free list that it would not reduce the price of
cattle to any farmer, and the results seem to have proved that I
wias right, because the gentleman from Colorado may remember
that immediately after the passage of the Payne law hides
began to go up in price.

I have always accounted for that by the supposition that the
independent tanners were so afraid that a duty would be main-
tained on hides and that they would be at a disadvantage of
15 per cent, as compared with their big Chicago competitors,
that they were not buying in the hide market at all, and when
hides were put on the free list all of them at once began to buy
their raw material.

Now, in their wildest moments our opponents upon the other
side of the aisle have never claimed that there was a combina-
tion of the shoe industry. The word “shoe” trust is perhaps
the only trust that is absolutely absent from their voecabulary.
There are more than 1,300 shoe factories in this country, and
they are not confined, as some people seek to prove, to the ter-
ritory of my friend from Massachusetts. In fact, New Ing-
land altogether produces probably less than half of the shoes
produced in this country. No one has ever claimed that
ihe cloak of combination has been thrown over either few
or many of them. On the contrary, their competition ad-
mittedly is fierce everywhere. In’ consideration of giving
ihem their principal raw material—hides—free, Congress a
few years ago reduced their protective duty 65 per cent, and
it is to-day only 10 per cent. You propose now to wipe this
absolutely out, still leaving the existing duties on the many
other materials that are used in making shoes. Is this fair?
Does this indusiry deserve the punishment you intend to inflict
upon it? You say, “ Yes; because some New England shoe
manufacturers came before the Ways and Means Committee
and sald, ‘Give us free hides and we will take free shoes.,”
Now, my recollection of that incident is that there was just one
man who ever made the statement in a public hearing that he
was willing to have shoes go on the free list if hides were
placed on the free list. But if it be true that anyone from New
England advocated free shoes, it is not true, so far as I know,
that anyone from any other part of the country did; and it is
certainly not true as to any shoe or leather manufacturer in
ihe district which I have the honor to represent.

I am not willing, if I can help it, that legislation should be
passed which would wipe out these industries or, at the very
least, cause a certain reduction in the wages of the labor em-
ployed therein, If you are for free trade in leather and shoes,

why not announce it as your policy with regard to all indus-
tries? Why do you gingle out this industry in particular, upon
the flimsy excuse either that representatives of this industry
ask for free trade, or that a duty of 7.38 per cent is a great
burden upon the consumer?

But you say that the American manufacturer is not entitled
to any protection at all, because under a duty of 25 per cent
he was able to sell largely abroad and practically to control the
American market. It is true that with modern machinery and
modern methods American genius has been able, with a 25
per cent duty, to beat its competitors abroad in some classes of
this trade, and this moderate duty has been sufficient to prevent
the flooding of this market with foreign shoes of an inferior
grade. DBut the situation to-day is very different. The shoe
manufacturers in every country abroad have adopted our
methods. They have installed our machinery in their factories.
It will not be many months before practically every large factory
abroad will enjoy every advantage, both in method and equip-
ment, which has enabled the American manufacturer to com-
pete with them in the past. The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. GarpxER] cited the instance of the factory in Helsingfors,
Finland, which is being equipped with precisely the same
machinery as that in the largest factory in Haverhill, Mass.
Already foreign competition is making itself very substantially
felt in our market, and not only that, but our business in every
country in Europe is rapidly falling off. It has ceased almost
entirely in South America, where a very few years ago we had
a large trade, and it has absolutely ceased in Australia, because
Australia has just imposed a 30 per cent duty against us, three
times our present duty against Australia.

I desire to insert at this point an article from the Boot and
Shoe Trade Journal, of London. I will only read a sentence
or two now, as it is somewhat long.

ENGLISII AND AMERICAN BHOES.

Our readers will receive with some amazement the news that it is the
intention of the W. L. Douglas Shoe Co., of Drockton, one of the largest
direct shoe-distrlbutlni houses in America, to open stores In England.
A few g’eam ago we should have hesitated to use so strong a term of
astonlshment, but many changes have taken place since then and con-
ditions have materially altered. Nevertheless, the pluck displayed by
this conecern in endeavoring to find a footing in England in the face of
the now existing circumstances is worthy of all praise. To the manu-
facturers of America we owe much, and to those who have opened retail
stores here we owe perhaps a little. To the shoe manufacturers of the
United States belongs the credit of waking up the shoe manufacturers
of England, and we grant it to them in no ungrudging spirit, because
we are not onl{;ethanktul that they came and woke us up, but the
awakening has been to the shoe trade of this country a verltable god-
send, for we are now fully able to meet their competition at home and
furthermore, carry It with undoubted success into the very heart of
Ameriea itself. The Douglas Shoe Co., therefore, comes to us under
vastly different and vastly more difficult eonditions than those firms
who established their stores here when the demand for American shoes
wag at it height and when the makers of American shoes could lay
claim to fentures in their productions which were not to be found in
goods of British manufacture. To-day the facts are otherwise. There
is no good point in an American shoe that can not be found in DBritish
goods of e?‘ual value, and there s in addition much that is not to be
found in the rival Proﬂuction. If the belief thercfore exists that our
Amerlean friends will again forge ahead and leave us behind, and that
the bellef is ins&}r[ng the mew venture and furnishing food for conso-
latlon amongst the proprietors of the American stores established here,
then the sooner the delusion dies the better. This might not be the
case If we were not meeting Brother Jonathan in an open field, if we
had not his competition to meet at home and on the Continent, and if
we had not to meet the competition of the continental manufacturers,
who are waking up to new methods as ours have done. Althongh the
consumption of Amerlean shoes is declining in this country and on the
Continent, we have no doubt that very considerable quantities wlll con-
tinue to be sold here and there, but such geods will undoubtedly bLe
distributed mainly through the medium of American-owned stores. The
more stores of this kind there are the less there will be for each, Few
retailers stock the Amerlean article, and those who do are carrying it
in diminished quantities each year. Looking at the figures just to hand
for the last seven months of 1010, we find that America sent us only
$7990,458 worth of shoes as against $988,762 worth during the same

erfod of 190090. Her shipments to France fell in like manner from
%2!),028 to $165,814, and to Germany from $371,260 to £300,718. On

e other hand, the shipment of English shoes to the continent went on
increasing, nmf indlcations point to a further increase in the number
and extent of the transaction. Let us take the case of Belgium as an
cxamplc of the Influence of the British boot on the Continent. France
and Germany are her nearest neighbors. yet England supplies the great-
est part of her Imported footwear. The followlng are the prineipal
firures: Great Britain, wvalue of sales last year, £067,400; France,
£35,750; Germany, £20,000; Austria, £4,300; United States, £9,000.
The reason 18 mot hard to find. We are selling shoes to America, and
the world knows it pretty well by now. The continental buyers of for-
eign shoes know it, too, and doubtless reason with themselves in this
way : That if lcnﬁlanﬁ is selling shoes to America it is because they are
better and that it is poliey for them to buy English shoes Instead. In
this way the continental trade In foreign shoes s drifting from
America to England. It is, of course, a matter of much gratification
to us not only because it brings extra {;risl: to the DBritisher’'s mill, but
because this journal was instrumental in getting Britlsh shoes onto
the American market. It Is gratifylng to us to know that our ploneer-
Ing work has been successfully followed up and that a steadily growing
trade is belng built up in the United States and Canada. This week
the representatives of six Dritish firms start out to lay thelr samples
before the buyers of the above-mentioned countries, and in our minds
we have no doubt that the results will be pleasant to the firms in gues-
tion. The Interest displayed by both American and Canadiam buyers
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in British goods is a happy omen. e say this because the American
citizen is Lﬁe most :mtrlo{lc of all men. Ife does not change his boot-
maker for sentiment; he changes for something better; and, desplte
every attempt on the part of our ultrapatriotic contemporaries in the
Btutes to belittle the merits of English-made footwear, our goods are
forging o way for themselves out there, and it Is now more readily
granted that British boots are best, that thcey are all we clalm for
them, and that, money for money, they are, owing to our national
economle conditions and cheaper methods of production, of exceedingly
better value. (From the Boot and Bhoe Trades Journal, London,
England.)

I call the English shoe mannfacturers themselves to witness
that they can produce ghoes of the same quality cheaper in Eng-
land to-day than we can and undersell us in our home market.
And yet your proposition is to put boots and shoes, under these
conditions, on the free list.

Why ecan they produce shoes cheaper in England than they
can here? This brings me to the very foundation of the ques-
tion before us. Have the English shoe manufacturers any ad-
vantnge by way of machinery over us? Not at all, beeause they
have our machinery, or at least machinery manufactured on
the same lineg, in accordance with their patent laws.

Have they any advantage of method over us? Not at all, be-
cause they have adopted our methods. What advantage, then,
have they? Simply and solely a lower wage scale. The wages
in England are somewhere about one-half—possibly a little
more, but in most cases about one-half—what they are in this
country.

Now, if it be true that England ean produce cheaper than we
can, then it is all the more true that other European countries
can produce cheaper even than that, because there their wages
are lower than England's wages. They are anywhere from
two to four times lower than they are in this country. Here,
Mr. Chairman, we have an industry competing not only for the
forecign, but to-day even for our home market, with every Euro-
pean nation, an industry in which we have no advantage what-
ever over any onc of our foreign competitors and but one
marked disadvantage, to wit, the high wage cost here. Here
we have the Republican policy of protection reduced to bed-
rock. We do not have to argue in this case nbout insuring
profit to the manufacturer.

The guestion here at issue is insuring reasonable wages to
Ameriean workmen; and that is all there is to it. In your zeal
for chenpening cost you propose to do it by reducing wages.
You can not get away from it by any high-flown rhetoric or
appeal to the farmer or anybody else. Your proposition is to
make shoes cheaper by paying less wages to the man that makes
them. You propose to reduce his purchasing power to the level
of that of the worst paid laborer in any foreign factory. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.]

How about the shoe workers themselves? Do you think they
are going to receive this proposition with equanimity? T eall
your attention to a letter printed in the Recorp of April 24, on
page 566. I will only read one sentence of it. This letter is
written by Mr. John ¥. Tobin, general president of the National
Boot and Shoe Workers' Union, protesting against the passage
of this measure:

The greater cfficlency of labor in the shoe Industry In the United
States ns against any foreign countr{ is not sufliclent to offset the
lower standards of living In all forelgn countrics as compared with
the United States, notwithstanding cheaper labor prices which provail
in forcign countries. To put shoes and finished leather on the free list,
or in any way to redoce the present tariff, would compel the Ameriean
ehoe manufacturers to meet foreign competition through the only
ayenne open to them, namely, to attack the wages of the shoe waorkers
and thereby bring about a standard of wages lower than at present,
and which would result in an induostrial warfare, and no doubt eventn-
ally would lower the standard of wages and constantly lower the stand-
ard of living.

There you have the whole question in a nutshell. It has been
one of your stock arguments that although wages were higher
lere than they were abroad, the increased efliciency of the Amer-
ican workmen more than make up to the manufacturer for the
difference in wages. If that is true anywhere it is not true
here. Admitting that the American shoe worker may be more
intelligent than his competitor abroad, his equipment and his
means of production are no better. They are on exactly the
same basis. Therefore, what Mr. Tobin says is perfectly true,
that if you put shoes on the free list, the only recourse the
American manufacturer can take if he desires to retain the
American market will be to reduce wages.

My friend the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Jaaes] the
other day made a witty and eloquent if not a thoroughly con-
vineing speech upon this bill. He devoted much time to the dis-
cussion of the free list, and apparently enjoyed himself hugely
in enumerating many of the articles that are contained therein.
He reveled in the pronouncement of such items as broken bells,
dried blood, fossils, and junk. He displayed some familiarity
with the humors of this paragraph. He was funny, but he
might have been funnier. He spoke of “cafgut® and “ whip

gut,” but he forgot their ancient companion, “worm gut.” He
mentioned * junk,” but he forgot its romantic collengue, * punk.”
He spoke of *fossils,” Dut he forgot “Dbones.” He spoke of
“ dried blood,” but lie forgot “pula” and * divi-divi.” He men-
tioned “leeches,” but heforgot* unmanufactured lava.,” Hedis-
played an almost inexcusable unfamiliarity with some of the
more abstruse features of the free list—and I call this particu-
larly to the attention of my friend from New York [Mr. Harnr-
s0N], beeause he is an authority upon the chemieal schedule and
all the products of chemicals—by neglecting to mention, for in-
stance, “ amidonaphtolsulfoacids,” * binitrochlorbenzol,” * dia-
midostilbendisulfoacid,” * dimethylanilin,” and other chemicals
of the kind which will readily occur to any close student of the
free list.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. He did not forget them. He
only forgot how to pronounce them; that is all.

Mr., LONGWORTH., His failure to enumerate * beeswax,”

“hurgundy piteh,” ““cudbear,” “cnttlefish,” “ dragon’s blood,”
“uncleaned horsehair,” * jalap,” “munjeet,” “manna,” *“myro-
bolans,” “nux vomica,” ‘salep,” sometimes called “salop,”

“ gkoletons,” “ turmerie,” ** witherite,” and last, but not least,
“ gaffer,” was to my mind reprehensible, if not inexcusable, In
a member of the majority side of the Ways and Means Com-
miftee, wlho wns essaving to enlighten this House and the coun-
try upon the tariff in general and the Republican free list in
particular.

Now, these and many other things upon the free list are
funny, and they are always brought in to illuminate the some-
times turgid speeches of Democratic orators upon the tariff
question, Why are they funny? S8imply and solely because
they are not produced in this country. They are unfamiliar to
the average man, No Ameriean capital is invested in producing
them. No American labor is employed in producing them. If
Ameriean eapital and American labor made these things, there
would be nothing funny about them. There is no more inherent
Linmor in the word “ zaffer” than there is in the word “ wool.,”
There is nothing funnier about the word ““ munjeet” than about
the word “shoes.” There is nothing more inherently comie
about the word “spunk”™ than there is ubout the word
“leather.” And yet the pronouncement of *“wool,” “leather,”
and “shoes’ does not make people laugh. It is for the reason
tliat shoes and leathier and wool are great American industries,
and conducted in sharp competition with other nations of the
world, that they are not upon any Republican free list, and I
Iiope never will be on any free list.

Our policy is to put noncompetitive articles on the free list,
articles which ean not be produced here at all, It develops
that it is the pelicy of our opponents to put competitive articles
upon the free ligt, articles which can be and are produced at
lome. Under our present law about half «of everything im-
purted into this country comes in free of duty, and that is
because we are umwilling to risk the increasing of the cost of
any article to the consumer unless some American induostry can
be established and maintained and some American workmen
ziven employment. The logical result of the theory of gentle-
pien upon the other side of a tariff for revenue is that a duty
should be placed upon every article which ean not be produced
in this country, because what can not be produced here must be
imported, and must produce revenue if you put a duty upon it
That policy, carried to its logical conclusion, would burden
every American consumer without benefiting a single American
producer.

We are opposed to a policy which would burden any American
unless we are certain thereby to benefit some other American.

Your free list would not be so humorous as ours. You would
cut out some of the humor by transferring it to the dulinble
list and add to its seriousness by a transfer of serious subjects
from the dutiable list, In your desire to make the free list less
comie you will undoubtedly succeed if you are clevated to
power in the Nation. When you have transferred to it articles
well known in the everyday vocabulary of the American people;
wlhen you liave placed the American producer on an exact level
with the foreign producer; when you lhave placed American
labor on an exact equality with the ill-paid labor of the rest of
the world, there will be mighty little left to laugh at on the
free list. And that is the result of the Democratic policy of a
tariff for revenue! [Applause on the Republican side.]

Upon this side of the House we liave recently differed slightly
as to the true conception of {he doctrine of protection. Some of
us have evidenced by our votes on tlie Canadian reciprocity bill
that we do not believe that a duty upon any competing article
shonld be abolished or substantially lowered, even in favor of
some one country, and whether we get corresponding advan-
tages in the way of lower duties from that country or not.
There are others of ug, of whom I was one, who evidenced the
belief that the ordinary rule does not apply in the case of o
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reciprocal arrangement with one other country only, one sim-
ilarly situated and where industrial conditions are substantially
the same, and where, by a mutual policy of give-and-take, what-
ever possible detriment we may suffer in one direction would seem
to be compensated for Ly corresponding advantages in others.
To my mind the difference befween a duty fixed by Congress to
carry out the terms of a reciproeal agreement negotiated with
another couniry and a similar duty fixed in the general tarift
is the difference between black and white. To me the distine-
tion between a free list of compefitive articles in a reciprocal
agreement and in a general tariff is as elear as day is from
night,

If the reciprocity bill which lately passed the House had con-
tained free flour and free meat, I should have been glad to vote
for it. I wish it had. I am perfectly willing to give Canada
free flour and free meat if she will return the compliment, but
I am not willing to put meat and flour on the free list as against
every other country in the world whether they make any cor-
responding reduction to us or not; nor am I willing to give free
shoes to Australia when Australia still retains a duty of 30 per
cent against us. I am in favor of reciprocity in some cases in
competitive articles, but I am opposed to free trade with the
world in competitive articles.

But I do not intend to discuss in detail the question of reci-
procity nmow. It is probable that the distinction which seems
clear to me is a distinction which may scem to be without a
difference to some of my colleagues. But upon the proposition
that we are to place on the free list, as applied to every nation
in the world, articles which cost more to produce in this coun-
try than abroad, and in the production of which American capi-
tal is invested and American labor employed, I believe there is
no difference among us. We stand together upon the tariff
plank in the last Republican platform. We insist that upon
every article which we produce in competition with every nation
in the world that the duty shall be maintained at least equal
to the difference in the cost of production here and there. In
this bill you have in one article, at least, an example of the
working of this theory of protection in its simplest form. You
are asking us to put upon the free list an article which it is
proved costs more to produce here than it costs to produce in
any country in Europe, by an amount at least equal to the dif-
ference in the labor cost there and here. In your alleged zeal
in the interest of ithe consumer you ignore absolutely the in-
terest of the American producer, both employer and employee;
you consider only the interest of his foreign competitor. If
there were nothing else in your bill that is objectionable, this
alone ought to condemn 4t in the eyes of any man who believes
in the Republican theory of protection. TUpon such a proposi-
tion as this I believe that we upon this side can unite, and if we
do, regardless of what may be the ultimate fate of this bill, we
shall have done our duty to American industries and to Ameri-
can labor. We shall have been true to the principles and tradi-
tions of the Republican Party. [Loud applause on the Repub-
lican side.]

Mr. HELGESEN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. COX of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield for n question
before he sits down?

Mr. LONGWORTIL. Yes; I will first yield to my colleague
from Ohio [Mr. Cox].

Mr. COX of Ohio. It is the contention of my colleague that
the part of the bill which relates to boots and shoes will be
harmful to the shoe indnstry in Ohio, is it not?

Mr. LONGWORTH. It is.

Mr. COX of Ohio. Is it not true that the Iargest manufac-
turer of boots and shoes in Ohio besieged this body two years
ago with a request to take the duty off boots and shoes because
it was unnecessary?

Mr, LONGWORTH. I do not know whether it is true or not.

Mr. COX of Ohio. You do not know whether the Wolf Bros.,
oi Columbus, asked this House to take the duty off boots and
ghoes?

Alr. LONGWORTH. I am not aware of that fact.

Mr. COX of Ohio. Every Member of this House received a
letter.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I did not,

Mr, COX of Ohlo, It is the contention of the gentleman from
Ohio that two years ago, if T am correct, boots and shoes might
have been placed on the free list, but that since then the for-
eign manufacturers have adopted modern American machinery.
Is that correct?

Mr. LONGWORTH. It would have been safer then than now.

Mr. QOX of Ohio. Then, the duty two years ago should not
have been put on boots and shoes, because our methods of mak-
ing them were much more modern than foreign methods?

Mr. LONGWORTH. I am not discussing now whether a duty
of 25 per cent on shoes in consideration of the fact that there was
a duty of 15 per cent on hides was the absolutely correct duty or
not. I am simply discussing the question as to whether the re-
moval of a dufy of 10 per cent would not absolutely desiroy the
boot and shoe industry. It may be possible that some gentleman
in Ohio begged my friend and other Members of Congress to put
hides upon the free list, saying, in an excess of enthugiasm, that if
lides were placed on the free list the large manufacturer could
stand free shoes. That was the statement made by one indi-
vidual before the Ways and Means Committee. I do not know
whether it was correct or not. I do know that the gentleman
who made it, and who was representing at that time some of the
New England shoe manufacturers, within a very few days came
back and withdrew the statement absolutely.

Mr. COX of Ohlo. The promise was made to the Ways and
Means Committee that if hides were placed on the free list
that boots and shoes would be placed on the free list?

Mr. LONGWORTH. XNo such promise was ever made.

Mr., COX of Ohio. If the gentleman will permit, he speaks
of the humor of the situation. I think, in our State particu-
larly, if he obtrudes the observation that two years ago shoes
could have been placed on the free list, but now they can not,
inasmuch as the foreign manufacturer has recently adopted
American machinery, hie will be contributing considerably to the
humor of the situation.

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman now, I think, is con-
tributing somewhat to the humor of the situation. I said that
the humor of the situation consisted in the enumeration by
Demoecratic orators of funny things they found on the Republican
free list. Would the gentleman like to have wool on the free
list? Would he see any humor in that?

Mr., COX of Ohio. No. [Appluse on the Republican side.]
I will say frankly that I am not for free wool at this time,
favoring a cut of about 50 per cent in the whole weolen schedule.
But I would like to ask the gentleman this question: Two years
ago he dilated considerably upon the virtues of the maximum
and minimum provision. It is significant that you do not refer
to it to-day. Why? Has it not worked out well?

Mr. LONGWORTH. It has worked out beautifully.

Mr. COX of Ohio. Is it not true that the maximum is not
in operation?

Mr. LONGWORTH. It has worked out so well that there
is not a country in the world that does not give us as good
trentment as it gives to any other country, and there is no
oceasion for enforcing the maximunm.

Mr. COX of Ohio. As a matter of truth, Germany, whose
tariff relations with us are not as desirable as with other
countries, has been given the minimum provisions, and the gen-
tleman himself knows that the beginning of the Canadian reci-
procity movement was inspired by the fact that the maximum
and minimum provision had proven an absolute failure.

Mr. LONGWORTH. On the contrary, it has been an eminent
guccess.

I now yield to the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. Her-
GESENT].

Mr. HIELGESEN. In speaking of the positlon taken by the
Republicans in their last national platform you said that we
stood for a duty that should equal the difference in the cost of
production abroad and at home; is it not also true that they
said plus a reasonable profit to the manufacturer?

Mr. LONGWORTH, That is quite true, and I said that here
was a case where we do not have to haggle about that. It has
come down to the absolute labor cost. It is the difference in the
wages paid to shoemalkers abroad and the shoemakers at home.

Mr. HELGESEN. Yas that element taken into consideration
when the Canadian reciprocity question was discussed?

Mr. LONGWORTH. I have just said that I believe in this
distinction—not admitted by some other gentlemen, whose
opinion may be worth a good deal more than mine—that there is
a substantial difference between placing an article on the free
list or reducing it substantially in an agrecment with another
country, where that couniry makes the corresponding reduction,
and doing the same thing in the general tariff.

Mr. HELGESEN. In all the discussions that have been heard
on the floor of this House during the consideration of the Cana-
dian reciprocity question there has not been one man who sug-
gested that under the new arrangement the farmers could make
a reasonable profit, and therefore I would like to know whether
the gentleman and others who voted for that agreement be-
Heved that in the question of guaraniceing profits the manu-
facturers were the only ones to be considered and not the
farmers?
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Mr. LONGWORTH. Oh, I will say that that question did not
occeur to my mind in my vote on reciprocity.

Mr. LENROOT. I would like to ask the gentleman, in refer-
ence to the distinction he makes between reciprocity legislation
and tariff agreements, whether he would be willing to have free
trade with the entire world provided it should be secured
through reciprocal agreements?

Mr. LONGWORTH. Oh, no.

Mr. LENROOT. Will the gentleman tell us the particulars
of the distinetion in that case?

Mr. LONGWORTH. I was speaking simply of this particular
reciprocal agreement negotiated by the duly authorized repre-
sentatives of this country with the authorized representatives
of Canada. I do not regard it as a blow aimed at the policy
of protection as enunciated in the last Republican platform,
even if, perchance, there may be some duty which by that ar-
rangement might be lowered below the competitive point. I
hope that in this case there is not., 1 doubt whether there are
many such instances, if any, in the Canadian reciprocity agree-
ment.

Mr. SHERLEY. Following the gentleman’s viewpoint on the
question of protection and reciprocity, is it his idea that there
is no advantage to this country in the lowering of duties on
goods from Canada other than that which comes from having
the Canadians lower their duties to us?

Mr. LONGWORTH. Oh, no. That is one element in it, but
there are a great many other elements.

Mr. SHERLEY. Let us follow that a moment. The gentle-
man admits that an advantage is obtained from the lowering of
the duties, aside from what Canada gives us in the way of a
wider market?

Mr. LONGWORTH. Oh, certainly. For instance, Canada at
present has a duty of 3 cents a pound on meat. We have a duty
of 1% cenfs a pound on meat. We are therefore at a marked
disadvantage in trading with Canada, with her duty 100 per
cent higher than ours. Canada, in consideration of our reducing
our duty, reduces hers. I wish they had gone the whole length ;
I wish they had put meat on the free list.

Mr. SHERLEY, I would like to ask the gentleman if, in his
opinion, we only get an advantage by reason of having the
Canadian market made easier of access to us by the lowering
of the duties?

Mr. LONGWORTH, That is an advantage,

Mr. SHERLEY. And we may or may not get an advantage,
from the gentleman's viewpoint, from the lowering of our du-
ties? I would like to ask the gentleman what his idea is as to
the effect of our lowering our duties on Canadian products,
without regard to the advantage we get in the Canadian
market?

Mr. LONGWORTH.
vantage to us.

Mr. SHERLEY. In other words, then, the gentleman’s justi-
fication for the reciproeity treaty is simply the opening up to
us of the Canadian market?

Mr, LONGWORTH. That is a large element.

Mr. SHERLEY. I will ask the gentleman if, in his opinion,
that is not the only one?

Mr. LONGWORTH. The proposition in the Canadian reeci-
procity treaty, which I believe is going to insure to us ulti-
mately the benefit of the pulp wood of Canada, by the removal
of the restrictions which now prevail in some of her Provinces,
is worth an immense amount.

Mr. SHERLEY. Then, the gentleman thinks we can have an
advantage by getting imported into this country cheaper some-
thing from a foreign country?

Mr. LONGWORTH. I did not say we would get anything
from Canada cheaper.

Mr. SHERLEY. O, well, the gentleman says the great
justification of the treaty is the pulp-wood provision.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I said that this is a case of a treaty be-
tween two countries which are substantially similarly situated,
where the people are of the same kind and where the industrial
conditions are substantially the same.

Mr. SHERLEY. Let me puta concrete case to the gentleman.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I will say this to the gentleman, that I
would not be willing to give Canada free entry into our market
on anything of which the cost of production was greater in this
country than there under any circumstances, unless she would
give us a corresponding advantage. That is as far as I am
going. I submit that that does not apply in this case, because
here the question is of a free list open to the entire world, with
no possible reciprocity.

Mr. SHERLEY. If I understand the gentleman aright, then
there is no cirenmstance in the home market that would war-
rgnt, in his judgment, the taking off of a duty on any article

I doubt if there is any substantial ad-

brought in from another country unless the other country gave
us a similar concession?

Mr, LONGWORTH. Not where there is a substantial differ-
ence In the cost of production in those articles here and abroad.

Mr. SHERLEY. Not even where the market was absolutely
controlled by the home producer and there was a false price
exacted?

Mr, LONGWORTH. If it developed that there was no differ-
ence in the cost of production here and abroad, I might be
willing to put such article on the free list.

Mr, SHERLEY. But suppose there was a difference, and the
home market wag being absolutely monopolized at a false price?

Mr. LONGWORTH, I am opposed to any duty which would
offer an opportunity for a monopoly. I would be glad to vote
to reduce that duty; and wherever it is shown to me, so long
as I am in Congress, that the duty in this country is so much
higher on any article than the actual difference between the
cost of production of that article here and abroad that it offers
opportunity to make monopoly prices I will vote to reduce it.

Mr. SHERLIEY. Why is not the burden on the gentleman
to show that the duty is needed?

Mr. LONGWORTH. The burden on the gentleman, in voting
for a bill like this, is to vote according to the platform on which
he was elected.

Mr. SHERLEY. That is a very easy way, and I congratulate
the gentleman upon finding such an easy method.

Mr. LONGWORTII. That is a very pleasant method, and I
enjoy it.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I should like to ask the gentleman a
question, if he will permit. Is the pulp-wood feature in con-
nection with the reciprocity bill any different now, so far as
Canada is concerned, than it was before?

Mr. LONGWORTH. Oh, decidedly.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. We have made a reduction, but Canada
did not have any tariff on it any more than she has now.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I will say to the gentleman that that
involves quite a long discussion, showing what may be involved
in the removal of the restrictions of the two I'rovinces which
now impose an export duty.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It was the same way with lumber.
Canada has made no reduction in lumber. It is exactly as it
was before, but the United States did give Canada the advan-
tage of lowering her duties, to pay Canada for putting her agri-
cultural products into the United States, to put down the price
of the product of the American farmer.

Mr. ANSBERRY. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. LONGWORTH. How much tinie have I remaining, Mr.
Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. About one minute more,

Mr. LONGWORTH. Then, I will yield to my colleague from
Ohio [Mr. ANSBERRY].

Mr. ANSBERRY. Did I understand my colleague to say that
the reason he was in favor of protection on shoes was due to
the fact that American machinery was now being used in Eu-
rope for the manufacture of shoes?

Mr. LONGWORTH. For that and other reasons. The other
reasons are that our home market is in danger, our foreign mar-
ket is being taken away from us, and that our exports are fall-
ing off every day.

Mr. ANSBERRY. I do not understand that protection will
give us the foreign market.

Mr. LONGWORTH. It is simply an illustration of the fact
that the duty to-day is as low as that industry can possibly
stand, and I am not willing to put it lower.

Mr. ANSBERRY. Yes; but I understand the gentleman to
take the position he does for the reason that he wants protec-
tion against American machinery in Europe, and not against
foreign pauper labor, which has been the excuse heretofore.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I am not talking about American ma-
chinery in Burope. I am simply stating the changed conditions
of manufacture over there., Their method of production and
their equipment are now as good as ours, and the great ad-
vantage they have over us is the reduced cost of labor.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has
expired.

}\{r. HARRISON of New York. I yield one lLour to the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. RUCKER].

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman and Members of
the Committee:

Confess iour faults one to another, and pray one for another, that
ye may be healed.

For the benefit of the membership I wish to inform them
that this passage is from the Seripture, and they will find it in
the fifth chapter of James and the sixteenth verse, [Laughter.]
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I congratulate you—the Ways and Means Committee—for
the forthecoming of this bill. It is familiarly known as the
farmers” free-list bill. It is a confesslon that the measure
recently passed by the House and denominated “A bill to pro-
mote reciproeal trade relations with the Dominion of Canada,
and for other purposes,” was an inconsiderate blow at the
food-producing toilers of our land, and as merciless as their
poor and needy condition was undeserving. [Applause.] I
hope and trust with you that by the passage of this bill you
will Tieal the wounds you have reccived and avoid the others
these producers had in store for you because of the pas-
sage of the other bilk This bill may well be denominated in
legal parlance “A bill of confession and avoidance”” The bill
you passed, called “A bill to promote reciprocal trade relations
with the Dominion of Canada, and for other purposes,” viewed
from the standpoint of these toiling sons is o misnomer. They
believe in contractual parlance it should bear another cogno-
men, namely, “A bill to promote reciprocal trade relations be-
tween the people of Canada, parties of the first part, and the
metropolitan newspapers and the trust manufacturers of the
United States, parties of the second part.” [Applause.] Again,
reduced to legal parlance, the hill might be more comprehensive
should it read, *The meiropolitan press, the trust manufac-
torers of the United States, and the Dominion of Canada
on the relation of the President, petitioners, against the farm-
ers and stock growers of the United States, respondents.”™
[Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I hope that some good friend, elther upon
the Republican side or upon our side, and I am thankful their
nanme is legion, will remind me before I am through fo give
my views about what is meant in the bill by the “and for
other purposes.” DBefore I go any further, however, allow me
to advert to what may be regarded as a matter personal to
myself. You know I opposed the reciprocity agreement, and it
has been intimated by some one—and doubtless, so far as T
know, has been well circulated in this body on our side of
the Chamber—that under the caucus rule I could not absolve
myself and therefore was not at liberty to vote against the
agreement. Upon that I wish to say I was before the cam-
paizn, and have been ever sinee, connected with three great
organizations, namely, the Grangers, the Farmers' Union, and
the Stock Growers’ Association; that at their pienics, county
fairs, and all my meefings during the campaign, when honored
by members of any of them as auditors, I pointed out the
very condition of things which might occur and which has
occurred by the presence of that bill in Congress. I took as
my text the report of the Massachusetts commission on the
high cost of living, which report is found in Senate Document
No. 528, Sixty-first Congress, second session, presenfed by
Senator Lobgr, and I quote therefrom as follows:

On the ether hand, however, it is clear that In a period of rising
prices like the present the tarite cuts off possible relief to con-
sumoers by closing access to the cheapest sources of food supply in the
world's markets. In the past, the duties on the nceessities of com-
mon consumption, foodstulls, have been largely inoperative, Decause the
countryt roduced not only its own food supply, but a large surplus for

tation.
ex!i‘r;:ra United States appears, howewer, to be approaching rapidly the
turning point swhen it will become instead of a food-exporting a food-
importing country.

Under these conditions, as the duties on foodstulfs become actually
operative, their effect must be to incremse the cost of living to wage
carners and the expenses of production to manufacturers, thus hamper-
ing the development of industry and defeating the very purpose of the
protective poItciy‘

The commission is therefore of the opinion that when the tariff shall

further he revised, the expediency of removing all duties on food
Eroducta be consldered ecarefully ly the Natlonal Congress, and it
opes that the Tariff Commission will be equipped with such funds and
owers a8 may be neeessdary for researches adequate ns a basis for
ature changes, to be founded on a commercial rather than political
consideration.

I pledged them that when the time came that the farmers'
product was asked to be put upon the free list I would resist
to my utmost such action, until all of the articles of consump-
tion purchased by the farmers were simultaneously free
listed, [Applause.]

The rule of the caucus I invoked for the purpose of absolving
me from being bound by its action is as follows:

7. In declding upon actlon in the House Involving party policy or
principle a two-thirds vote of those present and voting at a cauens
meeting shall bind all members of the caucus: Provided, The sald two-
thirds vote fs a majority of the full Democratic membership of the
House: And provided further, That no Member shall be bound uPon

cstlons involving a constructlon of the Constitution of the United

tates or upon which he made contrary pledges to hils constituents
prior to his election or received contrary lnstructions by resolutions or
platform from his nominating authority.

S. Whenever any member of the caucus shall determine, by reason of
clther of the exceptions provided for ia the above xlmragmpb. not to be
pound by the action of the caucus on those questions, it shall ba his
duty, if present, so to advise the caucus before the adjournment of the

the

meeting, or if not presemt at the meeting, to promptly not
riy ore

Democratic leader in writing, so that the pa: may be advised
the matter comes to issue upon the floor o? the House.

I complied with the rule. I said to my constituents that the
Republiean Party had maintained its imperial power by impos-
ing on the credulity of the farmers and steck raisers; that to
obtain their votes, and for that reason alene, the party had
for years kept on the statute books laws placing high duties
on all the flocks of the pasture, the yield of the fields, the
products of the garden, and the fruits of the orchards; that for
all those years practically everything they consumed was also
by these same laws protected by high duties; that the differ-
ence, however, was that the laws in the one case were ineper-
ative and useless to them, in the other actively operative
against them. The duties on the things he produced came not
into competition with those of any other country, and there-
fore these duties were mere “ make believes,” or, in other words,
“fakes,” and deliberately caleulated to deceive. [Applause.]

I recalled to fthem that the Republican Party had always
attributed their improvement to these duties on their products;
that they well remembered improvement in their condifion was
never omitted to be mentioned by the advoeates of high pro-
tection; that if one thing above all others was indelibly traced
upon their memories it was that one word “ improvement.”

I told them that, reading between the lines, I could see from
the tenor of the report of this Massachusetts commission that
if the Republican Party should be returned to power a knock
would soon be heard at the doors of Congress, demanding that
now, since those old fake laws were about fo become operative
and the farmers and stock growers might receive a benefit,
the time had arrived for their repeal. And I begged of them,
if they would avoid such a calamity, to dethrone the party
of false pretenses and bring back to power the grand old
Demoeratic Party—their tried and true friend. I told them
that in the revision of the tariff its first main effort would be
to lift the yoke from their bowed necks and unburden their
stooped shoulders from excessive taxation, [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, in the main I am for the present Dill. It
has the merit of a good name, Without its passage, however,
I am afraid the farmers would liken it and the reciprocity bill
to an incident oceurring in one of the villages in my distriet
where lived an old German and his wife. She was taken ill
and sent to a hespital. Hans, as he passed from day fto
day to and fro from his work, would ask the attendant,
“How is mine vife to-day?"” The attendant would answer,
“TImproving.'” This went on for many days, and the last time
he asked * Vell, how is mine vife to-day?" the attendant
answered: “ We discharged the old doctor, and before the new
one could quite understand the case she suddenly passed
away.” Hans, rushing eff to the first saloon to assuage his
grief, said te the Dbarkeeper: * Mine Gott in himmel, gif me
von glass of beer; mine poor vife, she pass avay.” “ Why,”
said the Dbarkecper, “ Hans, this is very sudden.' *Yal,”
answered Hans, “ sudden vass vot de new doctor dit, but she
had von bad disease unter the old doctor.)” “ Why, Hans,
what was that?’ asked the barkeeper. Ians answered, “ Vy,
dot dizease vot dey calls ‘imbrovements.' [Laughter and
applanse.] .

As I am in duty bound as a good Democrat, I propose to go
back to my old farmer friends and tell them that they were
right in discharging the old doctor; that the improvement of
their condition claimed by the Republican Party was in a truth-
ful sense but an imperfect caunterization of a eancerous growth;
that the dicease was complex as well as chronie; and, therefore,
no wonder the new doctor got confused in his dingnosis and gave
the patient at first the wronz dose, but it had no sooner
been given than he saw the black shadow approaching and
immediately administered the antidote, and, now, thanks
to a wise Providence, the patient is in reality improving,
[Applause.]

I am happy to bear back these glad tidings, but if they say to
me, “ The reciproeity bill passed the ITouse and the Senafe and
was signed by the President, but the farmers' free-list bill did
not pass the Senate,” I shall say to them that the Demoerats on
this floor who voted to send the two measures to the Senate
separately—all of them, with the possible exception of the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Irrz6ERALD], whom I believe gave
the excuse that he was not under oath, or something of the
kind—swore they believed both mensures would pass the Senate
and be signed by the President. I do not want to be compelled
to tell them—and I am assured by my friends on this side that
I will not—after their long swait upon sore feet without a shade
from the broiling sun, begrimed with soil of the farm, or upoi
frozen ground with gloveless fingers benumbed, and frost-bitten
feet, shod in worn-out but costly brogang, shivering in their
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shoddy and threadbare common clothes, unsheltered by any
friendly windbreak from the cold blasts—no; I do not want to
tell them that the ecars on this route do not carry a trailer;
that the only car is loaded with the well-to-do eity folks, and
they must walk. No; I must tell them that the trailer is surely
attached and it is especially reserved for them; that the con-
duector has been directed under penalty of instant discharge to
collect only the usual fare, and not to side switch the trailer.
[Applanse.]

No, my fellow Democrats, do not have any misgivings but
what T will make doubly plain to them that you are sincere
and that if anything happens to these measures, either at the
other end of the Capitol or at the other end of the Avenue, it
will not be chargeable to any intentional blunder on your
part. :
1t is proven beyond eavil that, considering the high prices of
things the farmer consumes, the increase of wages, and so forth,
he is not wmaking a profit beyond his duoe. Even the Massachu-
sotts commission, the Senate committee, and the testimony of
the Seeretary of Agriculture, as well as the arguments in the
debates on the subject in these Halls, concede that fact and
with one accord they all agree that the middleman gets the
profit; that such profit measures the inerease of cost to the
consumer.

The following food bill of New York City for last year tells
this story:

Received by | Paid by con-
farmer, EUmer,

R o e e L $821,000 £8,212,000
R R I EY T LT Y T PO ey o) B, 437,000 G0, 000, 000
D N T e T e b T s , 402, 12,009,000
Rice ol 1, 354, 000 G, 191, 000
Cabb: 1,825,000 9,125,000
Milk. .| 22,912,000 48, 880, 000
Egps.... . 17,238,000 28, 730, 000
Meat and poulTY .. uocervsumnnnrsnnasnsnsnnsnsnsanans| 218,300,000 291, 000, 000
274,289,000 464,147,000

From the foregoing table it will be observed that of the prod-
ucts enumerated the middle man received of the sum expended
for onions, ten-elevenths; of potatoes, seven-eighths; of coffee,
nearly five-sixths; of rice, more than four-fifths; of cabbages,
five-sixths; of milk, more than two-thirds; of eggs, more than
three-fifths; and of that expended for meat and poultry, more
than one-half.

Therefore, why reduce the farmers’ price? If he is not get-
ting more than his just allowance, why not strike at the middle
man and make him yield a part of his profits? [Applause.]

But some of these economists tell us that to tear down the
wall between Canada and this country and allow their farm
products to come into competition with the products of our
farmers can not hurt the latter, because, forsooth, that country
is bleak and cold and its soil of short-lived productiveness.
Why then tear down the wall at all? If the farmer is not to be
injured and the consumer is not to be benefited, does it not
appear an unnecessary performance? Economists of another
school tell us that our farmers are a shiftless lot—they do not
work hard enough, their methods of farming are antiquated,
they ought to produce more, and if they would only rise a little
earlier in the morning and work a little later at night, perspire
a little more, and so forth, they could produce enough to fully
satisfy the middle man and eheaper food would pass on to the
consumer. Others tell us the farmer is rolling in wealth and is
spending his time in ldle luxury. The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. McCarr] emphasizes this idea by his good-natured
sarcasm when he referred to the old farmer cheerily sitting be-
fore his blazing fire, produced by corn fuel, smoking his cob
pipe, and his sons rejoicing they did not have to chop wood,
| Laughter.]

When the gentleman from Massachusetts was thus demon-
strating his utter ignorance of the present-day condition of the
farmer, I not only recalled that it was also but a piece of the
same cloth of indifference shown by the Massachusetts commis-
sion, to which I have referred, but I was also reminded of a
boy I once knew whose father lived on the opposite side of the
creck from where I did. Iis father was taken very ill, and
being solicitous concerning his condition, I often hallooed across
asking the boy how his father was. After his illness had lasted
quite a while, on making another inquiry of the boy one morn-
ing, he answered, “ Oh, dad’s dead, but I've got his jackknife!”
[Lauvghter and applause.]

I will not diverge further to express my disapproval of the
sentiment of derision at the expense of the farmer, revealed by
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCarr], than to ob-

serve that he and his colleague Mr. Perers appear in entire
accord in their sympathy with the manufacturers of their State,
and are equally oblivious to the heavy burden the farmers have
carried and are still carrying, and view with equanimity the
revenues derived by their constituents at the expense of the
farmers through the high protective duties under the present
tariff system. [Applause.] It will serve no purpose to refer
further to the many other scholars of the other economic
schools whose equally divergent views are spread on the REC-
orp. Suflice it to =say that, in my judgment, the reader of these
pages in years to come will cease to regard the degree of confu-
sion that fell upon the tongues of the plainsmen of Shi-nar as
at all marvelous. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, denuded of veneer, subterfuge, sophistry, and
demagogy, what are the simple facts, and how are the in-
terests of that third of our population constituting the staff of
the Nation to be affected by the reciprocity measure?

The Dominion of Canada occupies a space to our north ex-
tending from one ocean to the other, a distance of 3,200 miles.
The five great western Provinces have a domain equal to that
of the combined States of Illinois, Missouri, Iowa, Wisconsin,
Minnesota, the two Dakotas, Kansas, Nebraska, Oklahoma,
Texas, and Colorado. The prairie Provinces, Manitoba, Sas-
katchewan, and Alberta, equal the domain of Iingland, France,
Germany, and Italy combined, and therein are over 200,000,000
acres of land upon which a furrow has not yet been made,
capable of growing wheat of a production of 3,000,000,000
bushels annually—five times as much as we produced last
year., DBesides that, these Provinces have an acreage of over
250,000,000 of the best grazing land now known. It is only
within the last 10 years that any considerable attention has
been given to the development of the section, yet the production
of wheat from the whole area last year was approximately one-
third of our own. A false impression has gone abroad to the
effect that in the three great Canadian Provinces the cold is
so intense that production of crops and stock raising is impos-
sible, Yet the facts are that stock are turned out on the range
In early March and are not rounded up until October, and fall
plowing is carried on up to the last of November.

I know it must appear strange to this membership that I am
so dense upon such questions as the cost of the manufacture of
eyelets and shoestrings, that enormous product of the State of
Massgachusetts [langhter], but they should not start in amaze-
ment when I tell them the rigors of the late spring and fall
months, even in Colorado—a plaece of perennial sunshine and a
mile or more nearer Heaven—forbids the growing of erops and
the raising of stock as economically as appears to be done in
Canada.

Those who prophesy that these Western Provinces will never
be settled up and their products come in competition with the
Ameriean producer should take warning if they would only re-
member that such statesmen as Josiah Quincy, of Massachu-
selts, opposed the Louisiana purchase on the ground that it was
only inhabited by blanket Indians and half-breeds and never
would be settled by white men, and threatened secession on
the part of Massachusetts if the purchase was consummated.
1Ie, by the way, was the original secessionist of this country,
and when ealled to order by the presiding officer was compelled
to retract the threat. The same may be said to have been the
opinion of another great statesman from that Commonwealth,
Daniel Webster, who entertained the same views., HEven that
great statesman of a much later period, Horace Greeley, en-
joyed the same opinion respecting that portion of the purchase
lying west of the Mississippl River. After his visit to Colorado
in the sixties, he advised the readers of his paper not to go
west in search of the precious minerals, and yet the sod had
hardly grown firm upon his grave—at least, his great per-
sonality and ability as a journalist and statesman was still
fresh and green in memory—when the State of Colorado alone
up to 1908 contributed to the wealth of the world in precious
minerals the grand total of $1,052,303,180.26 ; and from that time
forward has maintained its average contribution. [Applause.]

You all remember that side-splitting speech of Proctor Knott,
of Kentucky, delivered in this House 40 years ngo last IPebru-
ary, known as the Duluth speech. When a measure was hefore
Congress for the granting of certain lands to build a railroad
whose terminus would be Duluth. such a place could not be
found on the map. He opposed the bill, not so much beenuse it
was paternalistie, but because no one, as he said, would ever
ride on a railroad to such a far-off, unknown, and uninhabitable
country, and that we were not in special need in this country
of pine bushes, the only product, he asserted, that could be
found there for a back haul, [Laughter.]

And yet we behold, contrary to these early as well as these
modern prophets, that within the borders of the Louisiana
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Purchase is contained practieally one-third of the population of
the United States; that the little village of Duluth, which was
not on the map 40 years ago, has added to its population 2,000
every vear since Proctor Knott made that speech, and the popu-
lation of that shrubbery State in which it is loeated has in-
creased until it is now close to seventh in rank among the
States of the Union and produces one-eighth of the wheat crop.
Its metropolis, Minneapolis, has inereased from 13,066 in 1870 to
301,408 in 1910, and its capital, St. Paul, has grown from a
population of 20,030 in 1870 to 214,744, as shown by the recent
census report.

Further than that, they should remember that in 1790 our
population was under 4,000,000 and the population of Canada
was 180,000. Basing our population at 90,000,000 to-day and
that of Canada at 8,000,000, the advance of Canada’s population
is nearly double ours, and based on the increase of latter years
the population of Canada in the next generation will equal
the number we have to-day.

These lands in Canada, according to statistics, yield more
than 5 bushels per acre more than the average of ours; their
farm lands are selling from one-third to one-half less than
ours; normal wages are from 25 to 30 per cent less than ours;
that cmmtr} enjoys the benefit of the preferential duty wll!t
the mother country to our disadvantage of from 25 to 35
per cent.

The following is a table which speaks for itself:

Comparison of Cenadian and United States tariff.

Canadian tariff. United States tarlfl
Earthenware. ... .oiiiiasiden. 15 per cent. . .| 00 per cent.
Tin plate... e ie 45 per cent,
Ay Tt e el s Sl W el 15 per cent Do.
Wire:
Bome kinds......cconeeennsnas Free..
INGIR OVRrL 3G S st dhasven 10 per “cent.. 75 cents per 100 pounds.
T e 20 per cent. . 55 per cent.
Supgar. .| 35 per cent.... .| BO per cent,
PR S R i v e e 174 per cent. .. .| 60 per cent.
ST e se s ae Y 25 per.cent.... .| 45 per cent.
FUrnitire . o et sis s 20 per cent. ... -.| 85 per cent.
Cotton cloth d|i2hperenntecs. o o) 50 to 60 per cent.
ap. . .| Ghcents per mo pmmds 50 per cent.
GlOVes And MILE...0nnem e e 22} per cent.. 60 per cent.
1§ 6T PR e e R SR oSpercentss i 70 cents per dozen pairs
and 15 per cent, to £5
perdozen palrsand 55
per cent.,
Dress poods. 15 per cent.. .| 60 per cent,
Automobile 22 per cent.. 45 per cent.
Pianos...... 20 per cent.. Do.
Celluloid poods
Borne R I S ae s o
MO e OV s Lo s e ek 5 per cent .| 60 per cent.
el L L e e s A | dosdcatee .-| 10 per cent.
Underclothin 2‘2& per cent..... ..l 45 per cent.
Bl s A e Tee.- - «.] 11 cents per 100 pounds.
AN oL SRt et aee b l.’: per cent...... .| 45 per cent.
Shovels 20 per cent Do.
Boythes oo i rnieanyarsrnis 15 percent...... Do
Btoves) - v aninsnsrniSalaiclnine dirsscrsats =3
Dhalns(Iron) - . s sss s enanare 5 per cent. Y e ?ﬂr cent and up.
Knivesand forks. ... oo it 20 por b e 0 63 per cent,
Apgatewares... ... vos] 2k pericent i -iDperrent
Sewing machines. J2rpereent. .. .. ..i...l 30 per cent.
R e s A s s At A s s w e et o s e 1 cent per pound and 30
per cent on the pack-
AIONS s o emmid e w me b bR Ho s Aok e s Eareld (e [ e ucenta}:crpounlam
and per cent on
the package,
\\mdowgi:m P x4 ] G0 to 75 per cent.
34 P AR S R I et 5 per dceut per 100 | §2 per 100 pounds.
pounils.
Flp..ia. .| 40centsper 100 pounds | §1 per 100 pounds and
35 per cent,
Jute bags. .. «+| 45 per cent.
Cotton threa . Dao.
(ilassware. . +| 60 to 100 per cent,
Lamp chimni 60 per cent.
Brass goods. 45 per cent.
Lamps...-. .| 45 to 60 per cent.
Daskets..... 40 to 00 per cent.
Rilhher cadfs. .l v caciavinivawen 35 per cent.
Rubber boaots and shoes. w PR Tt P S Do.
BOOKE - vscrvmssrasans lisni d0L s vaiivandvary| 25 pér cent.
Yol A P Free.. wesesvess| 2% cents per ponnd,
Clocks aud watches. .20 percent-. ..ot to G0 per cent.
Dieycles.. L s do. .| 45 per cent.

Much Is said about the place where the price of wheat is
fixedd. Let us assume alone, for the sake of argnment, that the
President is right, and the thme is fast approaching when we
will become importers of foodstuffs instead of exporters, then
it follows we bhorrow the day by the passage of the reciprocity
agreement to not only shut out our wheat, as can be demon-
strated, from the Liverpool market, but bring the products from
Canada into our home-market place to compete with ours.

If the figures given are correct, and they are if the Govern-
ment reports are to be relied upon, then, by the terms of the

agreement, the prediction of the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Perers] will come true that we of the West and Middle
West must soon turn our wheat fields into *truck-garden
patehes.,” [Laughter.]

The following is a table showing the “hoat statistics of
Canada and the United States for the years 1009 and 1910 on
wheat production, home consumption, and exports, together with
average yield per acre for 1909 :

Wheat statistics. Bushels.
Wheat produced in United States, 1010 _________ 001, 767, 000
Avheat exported. o . __. bushels__ 24, 257, 302
Flour exported (8,370,251 Larrels)-_._do--._ 35, (‘(‘B 129
A —_— 09,023, 521
Wheat consumed in United States_ oo oooooeeeen 031, 843, 470

Wheat produeed in Cannda, 1909 166, 744, 000
Wheat exported.o e oo —— 49, 000, 000
Flour exported (1,000,000 Larrels) ..--do___- 4, 500, 000

53, 500, 000
Wheat consumed in Canada 113, 244, 000
Whent produced in Canada, 1000___ ___________________ 166, 744, 000
Wheat produced in Manitoba._ - bushels__ 52, T06, 00D
Wheat produced in Saskatchewan____do____ 85, 197, 000
Wheat produced In Alberta_ . ___ [\ [

9, 579, LU0

—— 147, 482, 000

Wheat produced in remalnder-of Canada____ -~ 19, 262, 000

The three Provinces of Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and Alberta

produced this yield of wheat with less than 12,000,000 acres

under cultivation. They have an available area suited to the
cultivation of wheat of 220,000,000 acres.

Bushels.
Average yield of wheat per acre, Canada, 1909 oo 2}&
Average yield of wheat per nere, United States, 1900 _— 153

A fair idea may be gained as to what the future will bring
forth under free-cereal exchange between the two countries by
observing what was the relative position of the two countries
last year respecting the principal cereals, wheat and oats. It
is as follows:

- Bushels,
Wheat impotfed into CANAAA o e e e
Wheat Imported into tlie United States =
Oats fmported Nito Canada. o~ o e
Outs imported into the United States

The merest tyro in economics will correctly solve the prob-
lem that if the world's consumption amounts to only so many
bushels, that the production of a bushel more will lower the
prite. If Canada can take away from us even a part of the
foreign market, it lowers our price, aud when she goes beyond
that and invades our home market, she will indeed drive our
farmers out of the business of growing wheat at a profit. [Ap-
planse.]

Iiut, it is said in answer, only tlie border Siates and near-by
markets will be immediately involved. We reply that our in-
terests are interwoven; that the same degree of patriotism
abides in our hearts as it did in the hearts of the founders of
this Government when they were confronted with the situa-
tion that moved them to resolve to hang together to avoid being
hanged separately. [Applause.]

All T have said applies to the oat, barley, potato, and milk
production of that country. DBut, it is said, admitting these
things youn say are true, the time of their froition is a long way
off. Even if this were true, in behalf of the toiling third of the
Nation I say that Congress is charged with the duty not only
of passing laws for the welfare of its present citizens, but for
the future ones as well, and at all times the overflow of the
cornucopia should be allowed to remain at home.

But, to continue, Already the flower of our country has been
rohbed of from 500,000 to 1,000,000 emigrants, and * the end is
not yet.” I find in my mail this morning the latest advice on
this subject:

!HG, 170

CANADIANY IMMIGRATION RETURXS.

The minister of the interlor at Ottawan states that the Immlzrants
into Canada from April, 1910, to Febrnary last numbered 275,000,
The number of Dritish Immigrants was 104,000, the arrivals from the
Continent numbered 60,000, and those from the United States 107,000,
The incrense in British lmmls:rntinu over the corresponding ?erlod of
lhppwvlous year was 100 per cent. Continental immigrants increased

53 per eent, and Unit States 24 per cent. The Increase in the
!otn‘{ lmmlzmtinn in the same Perind wis 54 per cent., Immigration
from the United States during March snowed a large increase over the
same month last year.

We offer the bounties I have only barely suggested for these
people to run away. We lose not only the personnel of their
citizenship, but the help they owe us to pay off our immense
war and other debts. We, moreover, enable them to build up
an alien empire, whose citizens will soon come into sharp com-
petition with their kindred at home. Their expatriation serves
as well also to exempt them from the duty of shouldering a
musket for our national defense should the oceaslon ever arise,
But it is objected that these Canadian lands will be, neverthe-
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less, some day occupied. This may be conceded, but why borrow
the day by the giving of these immense advantages to this for-
eign country at such a frightful expense to our own prosperity?
Many forget that our own country is not yet fully occupied;
that knowledge of the soils and their adaptability is yet in its
infancy ; that improved farming methods have not yet been fully
adopted so as to insure a maximum production which will for
years to come be sufficient for our home consumption, and, but
for this untoward event, enable us to compete in the open mar-
kets of the world with our surplus. :

Let me call your attention for a moment to the fact that we
have in this country, untouched by the plow, 711,986,409 acres
of unappropriated and unsurveyed lands, and in addition
thereto, in round numbers, about 200,000,000 acres of agricul-
tural, timber, grazing, and mineral lands in the forest reserves.

I want to point out that, together with bountiesoffered for the
occupation of the Canadian Iands, there is a corresponding dis-
couragement to the occupation and development ‘of our own.
Our Government has, contrary to all precedent, gone into the
business of capitalizing for revenue purposes every natural
product of the undisposed part of the public domain. This is
illustrated by the separation of estates of coal land—leasing
the coal right and enforcing new and such burdensome regula-
tions for obtaining titles to the surface as well as tifle to the
balance of the agricultural domain, and a legion of other inno-
vations and obstacles, such as leasing the grazing land, selling
the timber right—all operating to drive the homeseeker away.
In my State alone last year it is estimated that 75,000 home-
seekers were so discouraged at the prospect of a successful
contest with the Government to obtain a home that they turned
back and went to Canada. The same restrictions are thrown
around obtaining title to mineral land, and the development of
that portion of the public domain has ceased.

Why drive our citizens to a foreign country instead of giving
them a home in their own? Why exempt this vast domain
from the taxing power? Why keep in hiding its great mineral
resources? [Applause.] DBut this is another story, to which I
expect shortly, on another occasion, to draw the attention of the
House.

Some economists of the altruistic type point to the faet that
Canada is a great and growing couniry—is largely now and
will continue to be a fleld for the expansion of our trade. They
do not sece in this argument o contradiction of their brother
helpers in the passage of this agreement, whose main claim is
that the farmers can not be hurt because of the inability of
Canada to produce anything that would come into competition
with their produets; and along this line an appeal has been
made to the farmers of the Middle West to cease their com-
plaining for the present, because the agreement will afford
immediate market for their Iive stock.

The figures of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHACKLE-
rorn] have been juggzled with for that purpose, but, in this con-
nection, it should be borne in mind the exportation of live stock
in that direction could of necessity be only of short duration,
such as is temporarily dncident to the settlement of all new
countries. And the fizures are misleading, because the tide has
already set In the other way, for Iast year the value of horses
shipped from Canada into the United States was $484,560, or
$86,657 more than the value of those we sent into Canada, the
tariff of both countries beinz the same. How about cattle?
The exports are $25.150; the imports, §109,772, or $584,622 more
than the value of those we sent to Canada, the tariff of both
countries being the same.

Therefore the outlool: for the expansion of trade so far as
stock ralsers are concerned is “nipped in the bud” at the
threshold. But when we come fo the interests of the manu-
facturer there seems to be n flrm foundation for the argument
that the agreement will offer the means of great expansion for
their trade. The great Steel Trust is given absolute free
frade with Canada; the great Agrieultural Implement Trust
and the Automobile Trust have favorable reciprocal tariff
dutics on their goods. The exports into Canada last year by
the Steel Trust amounted to 32,476,920 in value. The imports
of these products from Canada for the same year in value was
only $1508s. Agricultural implements exported last year to
Canada amounted to §5,151,870, and there was only imported
into this country from Canada $84,618 in value. Of automobiles
there was exported $1,764,080 worth and none imported.

Based upon last year’s exportation of agricultural imple-
ments, with the reduction in duoty fixed by this agreement, the
great Agricultural Implement Trust is presented with the nice
little sum of over $250,000, and the automobile manufacturers,
with the reduced duty fixed by the agreement, is presented with
th: nice little sum of over $80,000, and the list, when followed
thr-—-gh, results in finding like benefits to other manufacfurers,

We remit to Canada, based on last year's importations, the
round sum of approximately $5,000,000, which sum must be
recouped in some way to be devised by the Ways and Means
Committee, in order to relieve the taxpayers of this country for
the loss of that revenue. On the other hand, Canada remits in
round numbers only $2,500,000. This is in the ratio of one to
two, and yet it is called “ reciprocity.” [Applause.]

But, Mr. Chairman, I must hasten along, and I shall not, I
observe, have the fime I would like to go into detail explaining
how our stock growers are affected by the trade agreement. I
know something of their condition—what they have had fto
contend with in the past and the problems confronting them
now. They do not belong to a frust; they are the victims of a
trust. They have felt the fangs of that trust as well as the
ultimate consumer of their product. You did the stock grower
a grievous wrong when you robbed him of from $1.50 to $2.50
(aggregating millions of dollars) upon every cow or steer that
met its death either in the bog or on the block by taking the
duty off of hides. He told you then, through me on this floor,
that the blow, although aimed at the trust, would be received
by him. He tells you now, through me, that your letting into
this country from Canada live stock free of duty, althoungh
aimed at the trusts, will be nevertheless received by him,
[Applause.]

In proof of this let me digress to ask you if any of you have
received a single letter from, or inspired by, the Beef Trust
protesting against the measure, and how many basketfuls the
janitors of your offices have emptied of letters in protest from
the stock growers? And whilst on this subject of letters and
petitions received by you, let me ask you how many letters in
protest did you receive from the Harvester Trust, the Steel
Trust, the Automobile Trust, the metropolitan press, the oat-
meal millg, the middle men, and, lastly, the malisters. Yes; did
you hear the brewers' voice in protest? No; and can it be pos-
sible that the Democratic Party, under the leadership of a
Republican President, likewise is about to forsake another of
its tried and true friends for the malted kind? Alas, what mis-
fortunes have fallen athwart our pathway! [Laughter and
applause.]

You seek to parry the blow by allowing the free importation
of live stock only from Canada, but have you thought out the
possibility of the building of packing houses on the opposite
side of the Rio Grande by the great Meat Trust and avalling
itself of the free-meat clause of the pending bill, bringing into
competition indirectly the cattle of Mexico, and the very same
may be said of Argentina and Australasia.

The Massachusetts commission said something on this sub-
ject nlso. After quieting the fears of those engaged in manu-
facturing in its State, and demonstrating that Canada counld
not compete with them, it said:

These will at least not be dlscouraged If we cin make It possible
for cur people to buy thelr food In the cheapest market. If Canada
chances to profit by supplying our needs to some small extent, so much
the better both for Canada and for ourselves. But there Is no reason
why we should restriet our new purchases to Canada. If Mexico, or
Argentina, or Australasia can help us out, let us turn to them as well.

There is not a syllable of sentiment, not a thought of kind
remembrance for that third of our population which year in
and year out have lo these many years meekly suffered under
the fleecing knife to fill the exchequer of protected intercsts,
not a word of sympathy accompanying this adieu, The * jack-
Eknife” is theirs. Out, ouf, I say, upon such marble, cursed
be the quality of sueli greed, ingratitude, and inordinate
avarice! [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of a revision of the tariffi—a
downward vevision, to a revenue basis. But the burdens of
taxation must be equally distributed, it must not be spotted;
and I am not entirely enamored with the beginning under the
direction of the Ways and Means Cominittee, for I am cuarious
to know what is going to become of the hindmost man. The
thought of the farmer is: “ What will {he harvest be?”

YWe have thus far seen that the Canadians have been pre-
sented with $5,000,000 of our revenue. The cotton States will
be given under the pending bill more than half of the $10,000,000
in revenue we lose by this bill. Secarcely any of the benefits of

the reduced dutles provided in this bill will reach the other

farming population.

I know you say they will get the benefits of the redue-
tion in the products of leather, but we say that benefit was
sought to be discounted when you took the duty off of hides,
and neither you nor we received any. And, what is more, the
revenue we are deprived of by the Canadian agreement and
the present bill must be raised by inecreasing the taxes upon
other imports, and the farmer is anxiously waiting and wateh-
ing to sce if in the end he is not again to be made the victin,
I warn you here and now, I will stand as a rock against any
further invasion of their rights. [Applause.]
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We know that the export trade of meat, and especially the
hoof exportation, is practically monopolized by frozen meats
from Australasia and Argentina, and you seem to forget that
the great beef trusts own and operate plants there, so why not
in Mexico? Meat ean be frozen in the Tropics as well as in the
frozen north and as cheaply. What, then, will become of our
cattle growers when you let in from Canada the live animals
and from the other countries the dead ones? You will simply
cateh the stock raiser a-coming and a-going. [Laughter.]

The distinguished gentlemen who have spoken in favor of the
agreement, and especially the gentlemen from Massachusetts,
were kind enough to tell us what would become of the farmer,
what he could turn his hand to, namely, “ truck farming,”” but
they have not essayed to advisge the millions of stock raisers what
we may have the liberty to do for a livelihood. I object to this
reckless oversight on the part of our Massachusetts friends.
[Laughter.]

But, it is said, you have no oceasion to be alarmed about the
cattle business of Canada. The country is too cold, the seasons
are too short, corn will 1ot grow, and so forth; lhence, cattle
raising can not be successfully carried on. I admit that the
cemblem of the Republican Party, with its loss at the last elec-
tion of its few remaining hairs, would not enjoy the climate
and might stray from the reservation, but the emblem of
Democracy, I take it, would don a new coat in as short a time
as the party itself has since the election shown such an inclina-
tion to do. [Laughter,]

Mr. Chairman, I have imported cattle from Canada for per-
sonal use for breeding purposes. I know their value, and the
thick coat of hair, a resistant to the severe cold of that region,
nature lias abundantly provided. I also know how quickly
nature in this respect provides for animals exported to that
country, and that calves can be shipped from Mexico by rail to
Canada, and when they are 3 years old they will have taken on
as much as 300 pounds more than they would have in their old
environment—more than enough to pay for the freight aud their
keeping, These eattle will come into free competition with the
cattle grown in this country, either in the home or Europeuan
market.

In concluding this subject, T want to remind you that you
have Dheen told the corn-belt section of our country will be bene-
fited by the free importation of cattle. I do not believe such
will be the case. It is cheaper to fatten cattle upon grass than
upon grain, and Canada can fatien her cattle upon grass even
for export. Last year she exported $11,000,000 worth of grass-
fattened cattle. She ean ship from export points to Liverpool
cheaper than corn-fed cattle can be shipped from Illinois {o
New York, and if she ean do this, ean she not take our market
here from our own cattle growers?

I am here reminded that I promised you to give my views on
what was meant by the words “and for other purposes.” T will
now make a shadowy stagger in that direction. Many men
upon both sides have essayed to give a reason why the reci-
procity agreement was brought before this House at this time
and from what gource it really emanated, and why it should be
adepted. It will be remembered that the treaty of 1854 was
before the American people three years hefore the Senate
passed upon it. I want to call further attenfion to the fact
that this is not ealled o treaty. Mr. Fielding and Mr., Patterson,
the envoys on the part of the Dominion of Canada, took eare
to warn the President and Secretary Knox not to esll it a
treaty: not to undertake to pass a treaty. They =said, *“The
desired tariff change shall not take the formal shape of a
treaty.” And I may say, by way of parenthesis, if this has the
force and effect of a treaty, though not in form such, then all
you have done amounts to nothing, because section 2 of Article
II of the Constitution provides that treaties can only be made
by a two-thirds vote of the Senate. They were correctly ad-
vised at this end of the line that a two-thirds vote of the Senate
could not be obtained for a treaty.

But it came here within 14 days after the envoys came from
Ottawa, They had only 14 days of discussion upon it, The
President, Mr. Patterson, Mr. Fielding, and the Secretary of
State took care to take no one here into their confidences, and
that such a program was on foot was unknown outside of
the President and the Secretary of State until the President’s
message came to this Hounse within five days after they had cou-
ciuded the conference. I put it up to anyone of you Members
if you were able to digest this instrument as you would like
to in that time. It eame like a meteor from ethereal space,
the only difference in the analogy being that we know the sub-
stance of this but we do not know the substance of the meteor
nor from whence it was gathered.

Now, some say it was incubated by the Massachusetts com-
mission, and I told my people back in my country that the
findings of that commission would become the forerunner of
such a measure, But others have said it was inspired by the

great trust manufacturing interests. Others have said that it
wias the metropolitan press: and there has been the confusion
of tongues on this subject to which I have already referred.

I have a notion of firing the other barrel of my shotgun—I
am sometimes known as *‘ Shotgun Ruoxer.” [Laughter and
applause.] I fired one of the barrels out in Colorado béfore
the election. I am going fo undertake to pull the trigger of
the other. After a very formal shaking of hands and a per-
functory passing of the compliments of the day Uncle Jonathan
said, * Now, wily, winsome, but willful, Willie, don’t say any-
thing more about that peace treaty. I am not going to talk
about that now. You went off over there into that new coun-
try "—— [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Colorado
Lias expired.-

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado.
minutes more.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I will yield five minutes to the
gentleman.

Mr., RUCKER of Colorado. “DBut you went off over there
into that country and declared you would never engage in en-
tangling alliances with any other nation. You took over that
Monroe doctrine, contrary to my advice. You went into the
colonial business, thinking you were as smart as your old daddy,
and you got into all sorts of trouble. And now your Mexico
difficulty. But, my son, I am not bereft of all filinl affection,
so I will tell you what I will do. I will just extend one of
those due bills of Japan, and get her promise that she will not
take the Philippines away from you—for a while yet, at least,
until you get the Mexico troubles off your hands. [Laughter.]
Now, I won't do anything more at present, and you needn’t say
another word, but I will tell you what you must do: Now,
don't say anything more about a treaty, because that word
‘treaty’ is becoming a very, very delicate and serious subject
all over the world, and especially with me with all those past-
due Dbills of Japan on hand; but you have some cousins over
there—those Canadian people—and we want to get some stuff
over here to live on cheaper than you Americans are letting us
have it for, and we want you to let those trusts of yours have a
free hand among them; let your farmers go over there and
settle up the country, and then I will talk to you later about
the peace treaty. Dut, be quiet about it, Willie, because you
know what a thinking and inflammable people you Americans
are, and they may get it into their heads that they may have
to sell us cheaper stuff, too; therefore, don't breathe a word of
this before you have everything cocked and primed, for if you
do, Willie, you ecan’t earry it through. Don’t detain me any
longer, sonny; the roof of the east wing of the old house has
sprung a leak and I must go up and put a plug in it. So, good
day.” [Laughter and applause.]

And, Mr. Chairman, I am in hopes, for the sake of the coun-
try, and especially for the Democratic Party, that the agreement
will fail at the other end of this Capitol. [Applanse.]

Myr. Chairman, I regret my collengues from my State were not
at liberty to avail themselves of the caucus rule that was open
to me, but for them I will say they will always be found on
the side of the right when afforded the opportunity. Each of
them is not only a true representative of our State and ever on
the alert to serve its interests, but the peer of any in this body
in knowing the demands of the country and in having the cour-
age to evidence their convictions on this floor, [Applause.]

I have not time to read the hundreds of demands made by
the organizations in which I have the honor of membership to
oppose the Canadinn agreement, nor the hundreds of compli-
ments I have received for my devotion fo their interests; but
beyond that, in conelusion, I will say my conscience has been
the mentor controlling me in this as it ever has and will con-
tinue to be in all my votes. I will continue to put in practice
the teachings of our distinguished Speaker: “ He serves his
party best who serves his country best.”” [Applause.]

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr., MAnpEN].

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, the interest manifest in this
debate is truly marvelous. With all of the seats filled and every
gentleman listening attentively, I fully believe that when the time
comes to vote upon the bill every Member of the House will be
able to vote intelligently, assuming, of course, that the discussion
upon the bill is along lines that are calculated to enlighten the
membership of the Iouse on the merits of the question. It is
encouraging to realize that an opportunity is given to me to
present the case from my standpoint under such favorable aus-
pices. I am inspired with the enthusiasm and attention of the
audience [applause], and I have no doubt that because of the
interest manifested I will be able to tell those gentlemen who
are present something which they will be glad to take home
with them and think about. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I would like 10
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I voted for the reciprocity bill when it was presented by the
Republican House in the last Congress, and I am glad of it. I
hiave no apology for having done so. 1 voted for the bill, which
is practically equivalent to that, presented by the IHouse now
controlled by the Democrats. I doubt very much whether I
wounld lLave voted for the reciprocity bill in either House had
I believed that the farming communities of Canada were able
to compete with the farmers of Ameriea.

I realize that the farm lands of Canada are not capable of
raising the diversified crops that the farm lands of the United
States are capable of raising, and I never had any serious idea
that Canada had the ability to come into very sharp competi-
tion with the farmer of the United States. We have farm lands
in this country where we can raise tropical and temperate zone
cereals in the same fields, and no such conditions exist any-
where else on earth. The farm lands of Canada are devoted
largely to the production of wheat, and the farmer engaged in
this enterprise can only employ his time and his capital a very
slort period of every year, whereas a farmer of the United
States, having the prolific soll and the magnificent climate to
enable him to raise diversified crops, is able to employ his time
and his capital nearly every day of the year. So, with these
advantageous conditions in favor of the American farmer, I
Liave no fear of any serious detriment coming to him as the
result of legislation allowing the Canadian farm products to
enter the United States free. The people of the United States
and the people of Canada are substantially the same. Their
liopes and their fears and their disappointments and their am-
bitions are alike.

They live along the same lines, they speak the same tongue,
they think the same thoughts, and the only difference between
them and ourselves is that we live in a land where every citi-
zen is n sovereign, where every man is free to worship God
according to the dictates of his own conscience, where labor is
exalted to comfortable homes, where the printing press and the
church follow close upon the march of empire, where caste is
ignored, and where the humblest child of poverty may aspire
unrebuked to the highest place in the gift of the Nation;
whereas they live in a land where no such opportunities pre-
vail, and my hope is that if we can have close commercial rela-
tions with this homogeneous people ithat some day this close
commercial relationship may blend the two people into one
harmonious whole, and that the territory lying north of the
northern boundary line of the United States may become a
part of the United States, as it should be. And that is no idle
dream with me. I have always believed we should be one peo-
ple, under one flag, under one form of government; and it will
be better for us all when such a thing happens, if it ever does.
DBut, however that may be, I believe we should have not only
reciproeity with Canada because of the conditions which I have
attempted to deseribe, but I really Dbelieve that if the question
related alone to Canada and the United States that we should
have absolute free trade between the two nations. DBut the ques-
tion of free trade with the world is quite another proposition.

I am not prepared to believe that we should open the Amer-
ican market to the products of the world. We have had some
experience with Democratic legislation along tariff lines even
during my short existence, and I can recollect very well when
in the great citles of the country we were obliged to establish
soup houses on the street corners in order to be able in a
measure to appeasge the hunger of those who were willing to
work but were unable to find it. The people of the country
are beginning to think about what you Democrats are attempt-
ing to do, and I warn you that they are going to think seriously
upon this subject; and when they realize, as they must soon,
that you are going to do the things which have always been
done under Democratic rule, namely, to close the American
workshops while you open the yworkshops of Europe, fhey are
going to come back to the grand old Republican Party and vote
for that kind of prosperity which every Democrat as well as
every Republican loves to enjoy. [Applause on the Republican
side.] The Republicans elaim no patent right to the enjoyment
of prosperity. All they claim a patent right to is the creation
of prosperity; and we have that right, but we are always glad
to invite our Democratic brethren to come in with us and enjoy
a good square meal at a well-spread table. What we object to
in the Democratic program is the fact that while they create a
condition of adversity, they compel us to participate in that
adversity.

I hope the time is Yot far distant when the people will realize
the importance and the necessity of coming back into the fold
of that grand old party which has always given the country
prosperity, whereas Democratic policy and Democratic legisla-
tion has always created a condition of adversity throughout
every section of the land. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania.
man yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentlewan from Ilinois yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. MADDEN. With pleasure.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylyania. Does the gentleman, speaking
for the Republican Party, recall a gingle time In the history of
the country where we have had prosperity under Republican
rule that Demoerats, Prolhibitionists, and Socialists alike hayve
not benefited equally with Republicans under that ruie?

Mr. MADDEN. The glory of the Hepublican Party policy is
that it has always been able to create prosperity and every
class, Democrats, Republicans, and Secialists, have participated
in that prosperity.

The present bill under consideration, being H. 1%, 4413, to place
on the free list agricultural implements, cotton bagging, cotton
ties, leather, boots and shoes, fence wire, meats, cereals, flour,
bread, timber, Iumber, sewing machines, salt, and other articles,
introduced by the distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr,
Uxpeswoon], the leader of the majority side of this House, is an
entirely different proposition. It is an out-and-out free-trade
measure and, if enacted into law, will open our doors to free-
trade Europe and glut our markets with the productis of poorly
paid European labor, and bring about a business stagnation such
as we have always experienced whenever the Democrats under-
take to revise or amend a Republican tariff bill.

I thought, Mr. Chairman, when I learned that the gentleman
from Alabama intended to introduce this measure that the
people would regard it as a joke; that it would not be considered
seriously; that it could not possibly pass the Senate of the
United States as now organized, and that it would serve simply
as an excuse for the elimination, by certain Members, of a sur-
plusage of bile and hot air, thereby bringing them back to their
normal condition; and that that would be the end of it. Not so,
however., Aecording to the newspapers—and concerning such
matters the newspapers are usunally right—the Dhusiness people
as well as the laboring people are regarding this proposed legis-
lation as a very serious matter. The ery of alarm comes not
only from one locality, but from every section of our country.
From the gentleman’s [Mr. Uxperwoop] own district there
comes the word that if this bill is enacted into law the doors of
the great steel works there will be closed and that thousands of
men will be thrown out of employment. If this be true, and I
doubt it not, the suffering of the families of these employees will
hecome distressing beyond measure, and the entire business com-
munity will suffer irreparable injury,

And so, Mr. Chairman, it is no joke after all. The mere men-
tion of Democratic tariff tinkering causes widespread alarm,
and is a just warning for all classes of intelligent business men
to run to cover, and it is going to be very difficult, in my opin-
ion, for the press, having, as it does, great faith in the Senate
of the United States, composed as it is by a Republican major-
ity, to educate the people up to the belief that this bill is, after
all, nothing but a joke, that the Senate will never concur in its
provislons, and even though it should, the President, unless hie
be intoxicated with the idea of universal reeiprocity, will never
sign it. All power to the press, if it can calm the people and
restore temporary confidence until they can have a chance to
undo the evil they were gullty of in electing a Democratic ma-
Jority of this Dody. -

This is my first opportunity to wateh at close range a Demo-
cratic operation on a tariff bill, and I do not wonder at the
alarm evinced by the old-timers as they obscrve the reclkless-
uess with which the Lknife is manipulated as they slash in and
about its vitals. They do not seem to have received their early
training in a school which teaches that the best way to build up
a system in order to save the patient is to gradually cut away
the affected parts, but rather in one which teaches that the way
to cure what is believed to be a sick body is to cut off its head,
and that, Mr. Chairman, is what these Democratic surgeons are
going fto do. .

I do not know whether the Speaker of this House personally
favors this decapitation process or not, although I heard him
make a speech on the iloor of this House that hie would, could he
have his own way about it, tear down every customliouse in the
United States. Bo I take it that he not only favors the lopping
off of the hend of the protection giant, but will take a promi-
nent part in the grand lopping-off act. No one wiho has had the
great pleasure of hearing his gentle voice or lias been privileged
to observe the meekness with which he handles his politieal
adversaries would ever believe it, and I will not believe it until
I hear him in one of his incomparable speeches deny it, or until
I hear him vote aye on the passage of this measure,

Democrats gay that this bill and the reciprocity bill will re-
duce the revenue of the Treasury $15,000,000 annually; and

Mr, Chairman, will {he gentle-
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if so, that the price to the consumer will be reduced by the
amonit of the reduction in the tax. If that be true, the cost of
living would be reduced exactly 15 cents per person per annum,
beeause if you divide $15,000,000 into 90,000,000 you get 6, and
one-sixth of 90 is 15, which means 15 cents to every individual in
the United States. 8o, even if they do carry out the plan which
they propose, and the tariff is a tax, and the price of the article
is reduced by the amount of the tax when the tax is taken off,
the total saving to each individual in the United States on the
cost of living will be 15 cents per annum. Marvelous! Mar-
velous!

Mr, SIMS. Will the gentleman submit to an inquiry?

Mr. MADDEN. Certainly; I will he delighted to do so.

Mr. SIMS. As I understund you, the reduction of the revenue
paid into the Treasury will be 15 cents per person; but what
abont the cost of the domestic artiele which the home people
consume? :

AMr. MADDEN. If the tariff is a tax and the tax is added to
the price of the article, as the Demoerats claim it is, and if that
tax is faken off the article and therefore taken off the price
of the article when the tax is reduced, the reduction in the cost
of the article will be exactly the amount of the tax taken off,
and you can not reduce the cost of living any more than the
;Ilffri;:ence between the tax when it is on and the tax when it
s off.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan.
tleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. With pleasure, in a moment. I think, Mr.
Chairman, before I yleld that I should say to my distinguished
friend from Tennessee [Mr. Srars] that if we open our markets
to free-trade Europe and let them open their mills to make
goods for American consumption, we must close dur mills in
order to be able to consume the goods shipped here by Europe,
and if we do that, even though the price be reduced by reagon
of the fact that the goods are made abroad under the free-trade
rate of wages and shipped into America for consumption by
the American people, it would reduce the ability of the Ameri-
cans to buy; and the result would be that it would not make
any difference, even if the price is lowered, if we have nothing
with which to pay the lower price.

Mr. MOORI of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania?

Mrv. MADDEN. I do, sir.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Last week, in the city of
Philadelphia, was sold the machinery of the Southwark Woolen
Mills, which had formerly employed upward of a thousand
workingmen and women. The sale was completed on Saturday,
and it is reported that many of the purchasers had come over
from Canada, and that the machinery, in large part, will now
be transported to that country. Does not the gentleman, in
carrying out his discussion with regard to wages, observe that
this would answer the guestion of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, and that there will be no reduction in the cost of living
Dere if we decrease the wage-earning power of the people?

Mr., MADDIN. Without doubt, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania is correct.

Now I yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. The gentleman, using the
Democratic argument that the price is increased to the con-
sumer by precisely the amount of the duty exacted, and then
reversing that, estimates that the cost of living to the 92,000,000
people of this country will be reduced by 15 cents per head, say-
ing he arrived at that conclusion by adding together the effect
of the reciprocity measure and this so-called free-trade bill. I
ask the gentleman if in the course of his compilation he has
ascertained just how much the consumer will gain from the
effect of reciprocity, separated from this free-trade bill?

Mr. MADDEN. It would be one-third of the 15 cents—5
cents [laughter on the Republican side]—if we assume that the
lozie of the Democrats be true. [Renewed laughter on the

Mr. Chairman, will the gen-

Republican side.] -
Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yleld
further?

Mr. MADDEN. I do.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Is it not a fact that the entire
revenue of the country derived from the tariff for the last fiseal
yenr—1910—was approximately $331,000,0007

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; or, in other words, $3 per capita.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Three dollars and seventy-five
cents per caplta, was it not?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; about &3, in round figures.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. If one of our friends on the
othier side would abstain from at least one theater party, would
not his portion of the tax be paid, so far as he is concerned?

Mr. MADDEN. It would not be fair to assume that he in-
dulges in such a luxurious privilege as going to the theater.
[Laughter on the Republican side.]

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, I will say to the genfleman
that it is o faet that I saw the other day on one of the broad
highways of Washington, flanked on either side by magnificent
buildings, a real, live Demoerat riding in an automobile.
[Laughter.]

Mr. MADDEN, Well, we have some plutocrats among the
Democratg, who are always railing against the so-called trusts,
while at the same time they are indnlging in the privileges and
Inxuries of the dividends derived from the so-called trusts.
[Laughter on the Republican side.]

Now, Mr. Chairman, if the wages derived from the industries
of this country could be put upon a free-trade basis, and manu-
facturers given time in which fo adjust their business matters
accordingly, and if the laboring men and mechanies and arti-
sans and everybody interested would be agreeable to the change,
the pending measure would be popular. But for how many
more years will we be compelled to tell you that the American
workingman will tolerate no such change by his own consent?
What American bricklayer, for instance, would consent to worlk
for $1.68 a day? That is the wage paid in Great Britain to
bricklayers. Or what Ameriean bricklayer would work for
$1.04 n day, which is the amount paid in Germany and France?
In Belgium the bricklayer receives only G4 cents a day.

If you were to insult an American bricklayer by hinding him
on Saturday night $3.84 as his pay for a week’s work, someone
else would pay off the next week. [Applause on the Republican
side.] The American bricklayer receives for one day's work
more than that. As a matter of fact, the average wage paid to
American bricklayers is $4.40 a day.

I will print here, Mr. Chairman, some interesting tables, show-
ing the differcnce between the wages received here and in for-
eign countries, also a comparison of the cost of production of
certain articles in the United States, Great Britain, and Bel-
gium, and a comparison of the wages of labor employed in
woolen manufacture in the United States, France, and Italy:

United Great
States. Dritatn, | Germany. | France. | Belgium.
Hour.| Day. {Hour.| Day. |Hou:.| Day. |Hour., Day. |Hour.| Day.
Bricklayers........ 80. 55 |84.40 [$0.21 |81.68 [80.13 {$1.04 |50.13 |$1.0¢ 130.08 | £0.6¢
Stonecutters.......| .42 1338 .20 160} .12| .9 | .14 112 .0 .50
Etonemasons .46 ) 3.68 ) .21 |1.68 13| L0+ | .14 1.12| .08 .64
Hod carrlers 20232 3L 0 10| .80 | Nodata.
Carpenters.. 361288 .20 LG 13| 1.04] 16| L20| .07 .56
Palnters.... J 35| 280 .18 1.44 12| .96| .13 | 104 | .07 .66
Plumbers..........| .44]3.52} .20/1.60| .11| .88} .15|L20| .08 .64
Machinists.........| .27 | 216 .17|1.36| .13 | 104 | .13 | .04 | No data.
General laborers...| .17 | 136 .10| .80 | .08 | .4 10| .80 .05| .40

A comparison of the cost of production of certain articles in the United

States, Qreat Britain and Belgium.
United Btates. | Great Britaln. Belgium.
Arlicles, All All All
Labor | other | Labor | other | Labor | other
cost. ex- cost. 0x- cost.''| ex-
1 yard enshmere cloth of colton
and low botany wool of equal
weight and quality. (Weav-
ing wage given as laborcost).. .| 80.061 | $0.185 | $0.013 | 80.143 [........|........
1 yerd cashmero cloth of cotion
and botany worsted of equal
weight and quality. (Weav-
ing wage given as labor cost)...| .004 .135] .015{ .I63|........ e
1 yard all-wool sateen of l)otun?-
wool of equal welght and qual-
ity. (Weaving wage given as
e P .058 .65 L R | L e [
1,000 common red boilding briek.} 2.33 8 ) o poment ] 1AL AR $0.60 | §0.09
1 dozen fvory-handled table
knives, practieally same slae,
American make best English
steel, Enclish make ordinary
1 e e S T A R IR Ve 7.18 .85 | 3.05
1 dozen knifo Blades used for .
1nlurrclz‘u]vc-el] ...... Pt .03 .55 445 40
£ross green glassspirit bottles,
equal capacity ond welyht,....| 1.88 a0 T 1 1O L Sl P, Pyl
1 ton (2,240 pounds) Hematite
PHEIION, oo rvim v rrosssivans mrsmans 1.3 9.43 My o it § V0 oot T | S
1 dozen plaln ironstoneching
plates ual size, American
make hall ounce heavier....... e 24 .15 i S =
1 dozen plain cups and sancers
same size, style, and weight....] .23 25 .12 30 i, o] I i
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A comparison of the wages of labor employed in woolen manufacture in
the United Statos, England, France, and Italy.

United

Italy. | France. | England. goopoc
BOFTATE 2 e o i crv s nba e va Tabd s s vy £4.60 $6.40 §7.30 $12.50
Washers or dyers..cce.oennns 3.00 4.25 5.00 7.00
By e e e R 2,30 4.00 3.90 6.00
Gill DOXESucavenansnnossanan 2.30 3.70 3.00 6.00
Comb minders.. 2.30 3. 70 3.00 6.00
Boss spinner.. 7.00 0.25 12.60 18.00
Mule spinner. 5.80 6.20 7.30 9. 50
Ring spinner. 2,30 4.00 3.00 6.00
Weavers........ 3.00 4,60 4.00 9.00
Fullers and pressers. 3.50 4.25 6.00 7.00

The above tables tell the truth, Mr. Chairman ; and being true,
it is beyond my understanding how any intelligent legislator
can have the hardihood to tell the American laboring man that
it is to his interest to support a party swhich is in favor of re-
duecing the wage scale to the level of that adopted by free-trade
Europe. They do not tell him that in so many words, but it is
exactly the condition they will bring him to if they succeed in
enacting into law the bill now under consideration.

“This bill provides that certain articles are to come into the
United States free of duty.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman a moment ago
referred to “ free-trade Europe.” Just so that the record may
be kept straight and his speech properly illuminated, is it not a
fact that “ free-trnde Europe” means free trade with America
and protection in Europe, in every country thereof?

Mr. MADDEN. Without any doubt.

Mr. SIMS. Except England.

Mr. MADDEN. While we under this bill admit free every-
thing made in Europe or grown in Europe, we are obliged to
pay the tariff tax imposed by the European countries on every-
thing that we =ell to them.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. And then is not that substan-
tially the situation with regard to Canada—that most of their
duties are retained, whereas many of ours are being taken off?

Mr. MADDEN. That is true; and if I had had my way when the
reciprocity bill was under consideration I would like to have
amended it in very many particulars, Take, for example, the
raw materials entering into the manufacture of agricultural
implements, farm wagons, hoop and band iron, cotton ties, wire
for ‘baling, fence wire, and sewing machines. Listen to the ab-
surdity of this. This bill now under consideration provides that
all the things I have enumerated are to be admitted Into this
counfry free, whereas the materials which enter into their con-
struction bear a tariff tax; and here is n list of the taxes that
are to be paid on the materials which enter into the construe-
tion of these articles, if the materials are to be imported by a
man who manufactures the same kind of articles in this
country :

Dutiable raw materials entering into the manufacture of agricultural

implements, farm wagons, hoop or band iron, cotton ties, wire for
baling, fence wire, and sewing machines. .

Far, Articles. Rate of duty.
3 e e ey e T s T 15 cents per ton.
3R ) P St e S et e MR e 1)1
Wronught and cast scrap iron, and scrap steel..| 21 per ton.
110 ] BAL I0D . e ccansarssussrrnnssnsoesnmrenasvess| Ty 000t por potnd,
123 | Ball bearings and roller bearings..ccoueeeaesen 45 per cent ad valorem,
127 | Sheets of iron or steel, black:
Valued at 3 cents per pound or less....... E cent to 4% cent per pound.
Valoed at more fhan 3 cents mrm;;nund... per cent ad valorem,
129 She]ets 0{1 {ron or steel, polished, planished, or | 1} cents per pound.
glanced.
131 | Steel Ingots, cozged ingots, blooms, and slabs;
billets and bars; hammered molds; mill
shafting; alloys used as substitutes for steel
the manufacture of tools; steel castings:
I valued at 40 cents per pound or less.... ﬁcent to 7 cents per pound.
11 valued above 40 cents per pound....... per cent ad valorem.
142 | Axles or parts thereof.........ccvcaaee Pees ; cent per pound.
T e e o Wi cents per pound.
148 | Castings of malleablefron........... cent per pound,
206 | Hubs for wheels, and wagon blocks.......cu.- per cent ad valorem.

Does anyone imagine for a moment that a man engaged in
manufacturing these parts of agricultural implements in Ameri-
can factories can continue in the business in which he is en-
gaged if by legislation we allow the finished article to come
to this country free? Does anybody suppose that the men
Fuployed in making the parts which enter into the construction
of these agricultural implements in this country can compete
with the men who make agricultural implements abroad under
such conditions? It is absurd. This bill is a fraud and a hum-
bug. [Applause on the Rlepublican side.]

Mr. S8IMS. Does the gentleman suppose we are going to stop
at this Iittle free-list bill and not make reductions all along the
line when we have time?

Mr. MADDEN. I was not educated in the school which gives
me the ability to see into the minds of Democrats, and I am
only talking about the thing which they present to me for con-
sideration. If the gentleman from Tennessee can tell me what
his party is going to do on any given subject for any given hour
of any given day, I will say to him that he has more informa-
tion than any other member of his party.

Mr. SIMS. We are going to pass this bill, and then we are
going to make other reductions,

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. - It is fair to assume that they
atre E;oling on in the exuberance of destruction which they have
started.

Mr. MADDEN. Now, for example, let us consider the raw
materials entering into the manufacture of cotton bagging,
burlaps, and bags, which, I assume, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee is interested in having put on the free list. For example,
the dutiable raw materials entering into the manufacture of bur-
laps and bags are as follows:

Dutiable raw materials entering into the manufacture of cotton bagging,
Lurlaps, and bags.

Par. Articles. Rate of duty.

S R AW e v o ahsremiies v b et S ve £5 per ton.

334 | Flax, not hackled or dressed............. .| 1 cent per pound.

335 | Flax, hackled, known as ** dressed line”._....| 3 cents per pound.

R A e e -| $20 ton.

Ll W3 1 R R S $22.50 per ton

Hemp, hackled, known as line of hemp ..| $15 per ton.

338 | Single yarns made of Jute. ...oeeeeeeccecnnaens 1 cent per pound and 10 per
cent to 35 per cent ad va-
lorem,

340 | Threads and twine made from yarn of flax,

hemp, or ramie:
Notfinerthan 51ea...cceaccccivianananin 10 cents per pound.
FIABEYhAn BIaa, o el e T e 12 cents per pound and § cent
{-er pound for each addi-
ional lea.
341 | Bingle yarns in the gray, made of flax, hemp,
Or ramie;
Not finer than 8 lea. .| 6 cents per pound.
Finer than 8 lea .| 15 per cont to 40 per cent ad
valorem,

Will anybody tell me how the American manufacturer of these
commodities ean compete with the people of India, who make
these same commodities and pay labor at the rate of 50 cents
or less per week, when the materials which enter into the con-
struction of the things you are putting on the free list are taxed
so that the American manufacturer is put in the position of
being unable to continue in the business in which he is engaged?

Now, here are some raw materials entering into the produc-
tion of meats, flour, and cereal food:

Par. Artleles. Rate of duty.
225 | Cattle: ),
If valued at not more than £14 per head...| 22 to $3.75 per head.
11 valued at more than $14 per head. 27} per cent nd valorem,
2% | Bwine.. $1 .Egeper head.
208 | Bheep i ivasiaes 76 cents to §1.50 per head,
220 | All other live animals 20 per cent ad valorem,
334 | Boekwheat, per bushel of 48 ponnds. .| 15 cents.
335 | Corn or maize, per bushel of 56 pounds........| 15 cents.
28 | Oats. .| 15 cents per bushel.
240 | Rice. ..| 14 cents to2cenw])er pound.
241 | Rye...... .| 10 cents per bushel.
242 | Wheat 25 cants per bushel.

We are proposing to admit free all the meat products and
food products, whereas the things that enter into them are sub-
ject to pay a high tariff in order to enter this country, Oh
Democratic consistency! [Laughter on the Republican side.]
You are going to reduce the cost of living. Yes; you are going
to reduce the opportunity for men to earn a living. [Laughter
and applause on the Republican gide.] You are going to put
the men of the country on a starvation basis. You are going to
close the factories and the workshops; you are going to reduce
the price of property. You are going to reduce the possibility
of the sale of property. Under Democratic rule there never was
sale for property in this land except sales by the sheriff.
[Laughter and applause on the Republican side.] No sound of
the hammer to be heard anywhere except the sound of the auc-
tioneer’s hammer selling farms nnder mortgage, [Laughter and
applause on the Republican side.] But the Democratic policy
reduces the cost of living! Better give us an opportunity to
make a living. We all need it. The more opportunity you can
give the people of this land to make a living, the more con-
tented and happy homes you will have in the land. [Applause
on the Republican side.] I would like to have some Democrat
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tell me or tell the country how we can afford to admit free of
duty the commedities; that is, the finished products enumerated
in this bill, while the material which enters into their construe-
tion is dutiable. If the American manufacturer is required to
use any of these materials in the consfruction of his product,
and the European manufacturer is permitted to send his product
in free, how can the American manufacturer contimie in busi-
ness? If the American manufacturer requires any of these
materials in the manufacture of Lis produets he is compelled
to pay a duty on them. He ecan not possibly compete with the
foreign manufacturer who under this bill is permitted to ship
into the United States free the finished product made of these
materials,

It may be well to consider this faect for a moment. It is a
fact, and you can not get away from it, the logic of events will
prove the truth of what I say, and I am appealing now to the
men who work with their hands and their brains in this country.
I am not talking to the men who are sitting in these seats;
I am appealing to the men who toil, the men who are engaged
in the manufacture of agricultural implements, for example.
The Internationul Harvester Co., whose great plants are in Chi-
eago, the eity from which I come, have plants in Russia, in
Germany, in France, in Canada. If they are allowed to bring
their products free into the United States, what would prevent
them from foreing a strike in their American shops, locking
their men out, closing the shops, and making their agricultural
implements abroad, with free-trade Iabor at one-quarter the
price paid in the American shop? What guaranty would the
American workman have that these American shops would ever
be opened again? What right have we to believe that this har-
vester company will not do this? They are mercenary; they are
anxious to make more dividends than they make now. If they
can increase their dividends by employing European labor and
shipping the product of that labor into the American markets
for American consumption, I fear, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen
of the House, that every man employed in this great industry
in this country will, if this bill becomes a law, sooner or later
be thrown out of employment and be cast out on the street in
search of a job, with no opportunity to follow the voecation to
which he has given his life.

This is a serlous proposition, Mr. Chairman. We ought not
to overlook the seriousness of it. It is a propositon we can not
afford to overlook. It is a thing that will be done, and I warn
you Democrats—I would like to save you from your own folly,
for I like you personally, but you do not seem to exercise good
judgment in the matter of legislation.

Mr. SULZER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. Certainly; the gentleman is always gracious.

Mr. SULZER. Had the gentleman from Illinois better not
tell us the heavens will fall if we touch the sacred doctrine of

protection?
Mr. MADDEN. Well, the gentleman's question is hardly
apropos. You know the God of the universe made the heavens,

and in the order of His wisdom He has seen fit to keep them
from falling upon us in the past, and I hope in the future He
will have as much mercy upon us as He has for all time gone.
[Applause.] I would not like to see anything fall on the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. SULZER. In that connection I might say that if the
gentleman pursues his line of argument I am afrald something
will fall on him in his district at the next clection.

Mr. MADDEN. I wish to say to the gentleman in that con-
pection, Mr. Chairman, that if he does not need his job in this
House any more than I need mine it will not worry him if he
does not come back. I have always had the courage to express
my views on public questions. I have had my own opinions and
have had the courage to express thiem, and I have never waited
for anybody to tell me what they were. If as a public func-
tionary I am to be so restricted in the expression of my views
as to be obliged to wait until T find ont whether they please
the people of my district or not, I would infinitely rather go
back to private life and become a private citizen, with the right
to express my views untrammeled and unquestioned by any-
body on earth, with the right to try to formulate public senti-
ment along the lines of my ideas, than to lhold any public
office In the gift of the American people. [Applause.] I am
not here looking for a job. I nm lere to express my views, and
to represent my people-as I think they should be represented,
and I am not panndering to any maudlin sentiment or trying to
trim. my sails to every wind that blows.that I may have a
popular feeling among thie people in my district for my atti-
tude as a public functionary. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I have a number of documents here that I
would like to have the Clerk read in my time. First, a lot of

protected articles that enter into construction of boots and
shoes, and some other papers. I will ask the Clerk to read
them in my time as a part of my remarks,

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota (interrupting). Ar. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will permit, the gentleman’s arguinent
sounds good to Republican ears, but T would like to ask him
whether that would not have been a good argument against
opening up Iree trade with Canada in farm products?

Mr. MADDEN. If I thought, as I said in opening my re-
marks, that the Canadian farmer could in any wise compete
with the American farmer, I would have voted angainst the
reciprocity bill. T have the idea in my mind, from information
which I was able to gather from something of an investigation,
that the productiveness of the Canadian farm is so much less
than the productiveness of the American farm that I fear no
danger from the competition which may arise between them.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Without going into that gues-
tion of fact, I would like the judgment of the gentleman as to
whether the Anmerican manufacturers arc any less able to com-
pete with Canadian manufaclurers than the American farmers
with Canadian farmers.

Mr., MADDIEN. I will say to the gentlemuan very frankly
that if I had my way I would favor an even interchange between
the two countries on every commodity, both agricultural and
manufactures.

My, MARTIN of South Dakota. Of course, that is indirectly
an answer to the question, but is not it true, speaking gener-
ally, that the American manufacturer is quite as well able, con-
sidering our natural resources and all that enters into manu-
facturing, to compete with the manufacturing enterprises of the
world as the American farmer is to compete with the agricul-
tural products of the world?

Mr. MADDEN. No; I would not like to admit that, beeause
while the wages between the Ameriean farmer and the Canadian
farmer are almost equivalent there may be a shade the best of
it in favor of the Canadian farmer. The wages as between the
American manufacturer and the IEuropean manufacturer is as
two to five or as one is to five in some cases, and as two is to
four in others; so that the American mannfacturer pays from
two to five times the wages that the European manufacturer
pays.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Does the gentleman consider
that the American farmer is not an employer as well as the
manufacturer?

Mr. MADDEN. They are; but there is not that difference.

Mr. MARTIN of South DnLoh There are about 10,000,000
laborers that have their entire employment in f:1rm1ng, about
one-third of the laboring population of this country. Do I un-
derstand the gentleman's idea to be, if he will pardon me, from
his statement, that while we will conclude that the American
employer ought to be protected against the employer of other
countries the American farmer can afford to compete with the
farm products of other countries?

Mr. MADDEN., No; I am against the free admission of farm
products from other countries into the United States, while T
am in favor of the free admission of the products of the Cana-
dian farmer. I consider that the free admission of the product
of the Canadian farmers into the American market is equivalent
to admitting the produets of Indiana into the State of Illinois
or the products of the State of Illinois into the State of Ohio:

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Which is only another way
of saying that the Canadian farmer is the only one who is in
the %:osilion really to compete with the American farmer in this
market.

Mr. MADDEN. We are a homogeneous people; we live on
the same plane, we think alike, we talk alike, and our ambitions
are alike, our hopes are alike, and I hope some day we will all
be in one country and under one flag.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Will the gentleman permit me
a question?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan., I was very much enlightened
by the gentleman’s statement that our population of 92,000,000
people might possibly be benefited to the extent of 5 cents a head
as the em}ct of reciprocity. Now, I would like to inquire of the
gentleman if he thinks that it is worth while to assess the agri-
cultural part of our population for the benefit of all the rest of
our population in order to get the problematical 5 cents per
head for the 92,000,000 people?

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, I think it is absurd to nllow the products
provided for in this bill to come into this country free——

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Is not the gentleman affected
somewhat by his city environment in relation to rmipmclty"

Mr. MADDEN. Not at all. I do not recognize the city as
paramount to the country or the country as paramount to the
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city. I believe we should legislate along broad lines and along
lines which are patriotic.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. I applauded the gentleman
when he gave utterance to that sentiment, but he seemed to have
slipped a cog on reciprocity.

Mr. MADDEN, O, no. The gentleman’s environment makes
him ask these questions along narrow lines.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michignn. The gentleman’s environment
makes him answer this question along certain lines. I will not
say “narrow lines."”

Mr, MADDEN. I ask the gentleman’s pardon.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. That is all right.

Mr. MADDEN, I ask unanimous consent to include the
papers which I asked previously to have read by the Clerk
printed without being read.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has general leave to do
that.

The papers are as follows:

Alphabetical list of articles entering into the manufacture of boots and
shocs and the import duty thereon.

Articles. Rates of duty.
Bk IE: codis st sataeins cauessses=assss-| 25 per cent ad valorem.
Box toes, of sole leather eut In form. . ..........| 15 per cent ad valorem.

But}?ns. 51111 w:i‘ per, board, papier-mfché, | 1 cent per
made of paper, v = gross,
pulp, or other similar material, valued
at not exceeding 3 cents per gross.
1f made of metal, horn, or glass............| 3 cent per line per gross and 15 per
cent nd valorem.

Calfskine . .oooea.as saswssasssssrensemnessesssl 10 PO cONE ad valorem.
TR e o S L T et S v saseass-ss:f 15 per cent ad valorem.
(B T v el 1] o1 i e e S o «vesse| 20 por cont ad valorem.
Cotdivan, upper leather. .coooeauenans -ess=asss-s| 16 per cent ad valorem.
3 I R s sesansassmassma-ess 23 cents per square yard.
Dressing for shoes.......... S mieoh R R EL K 25 per cent ad valorem.

Enamel and patent leather:
1 welghing not over 10 pounds per dozen | 27 clfntalpor pound and 15 per cent
od valorcm,

skins.
If weighing over 10 and not over 25 pounds | 27 eents por pound and 8 per cent

per dozen skins. ad valorom.
1t welghing over 25 pounds per dozen skins.| 20 cents per pound and 10 per cent
ad valorem. .
Eyclets:
ittt = TN IEE BTl 45 per cent ad valorem.
Fanmeled s . ot see cesasssssas| 45 por cent ad valorem.

Celluloid covered...cuvuennansan cemanaeeas 65 conts per pound and 30 per cent
ad valorem.
FIANNEl. o cicvaensassenscsicnnsnssnnassnsaassas| 3§ CONtS.PEr square yard.

Goring:
1f made of cotton, flax, or other vegetable
DeT.
If madeof silk..........

60 per cent ad valorem.

iesiemenasaeassssass 00 Per cent ad valorem.

Gluee, If valued over 10 cents and not over 35 | 25 per cent ad valorem.
cents per pound. .
Horsehide, u I]’er fenther. ... ..... ces-esssewas| 10 poOr cent ad valorem.
- Hemlook, solecleather. . ... .ceieecasicadoanacias 5 cent ad valorem.

Heels, of sole leather, cut In form ..eceeveneenns. 15 per cent ad valorem.
FEOOKS . iecrivnrssmnsinnssrnonnnseacnsnenatas=s] S0 PEECANt ad valoren.
Insoles, of sole leather, cut in form...... vauenrss| 15 per cent ad valorem.
Kip, upper Iéather. ... ccccecseanearecsessaa..f 15 per cent ad valorem.

Kid, upper leather. ..... S e 15 per cent ad valorem.

Kangaroo, upper leather. ... .oevezserensasa..] 16 per cent ad valorem.
imlng for heels, of sole leather, cut in form ...} 15 per cent ad valorem.
ACes:
It made of leather.......cc0veean eeeeanaaaef 00 cEDES per gross pairs and 10 per
cent-ad valorem.
If made of cotton or other vegetable fiber...| 23 cents per pound and 15 per cent
ad valorem.
Tfmadeofsilk.......coeveeeenancnneeen.....| 50 per cent ad valorem.
5
T e e e T U wasras 4 cent per pound.
Hob.J 3w P e e e SR 5 uccmsperpound.
Needles:
Hand-sewing needles............. i Wt Free,
Bewing-machine needles.......ccoooaiaaiisn 811 per M and 25 per cent ad va-
orem,
Oak, soleleather.....cviiieirieaninnnscanassa.| § per cent ad valorem.
OUeloth. e veresraaomnnsrsannnnsrarannsssssss| 3 CONLS per square yard and 20 per
cent od valorem.
Outsoles, of sole leather, cut in form............| 15 per cent ad valorem.
Patent leather. See Enamel leather.
Rands, of sole leather, cut in form........ «essas| 15 per cent ad valorem.

Rivets... sssssssassssassessannenaes

45 per cent ad valorem.
Blde leather, upperleather. .....coiivananiiiais
hanks:

15 per cent ad valorem.

Ofsteel..... e P e P POTN TS S
By e e Wrruu
Of leather DoATd .. cveeveerncomrnssas
Bhellac, bleached or whitelnrolls .............

Bllk, for facings..... AT T T T e
Btays:

45 per cent ad valorem.

35 per cent ad valorem.

40 per cent ad valorem.

i cent per pound and 10 per cent ad
valorem.

50 per cent ad valorem.

\:H
Cloth, if made of flax or cotton...c..ceueuas

45 per cent ad valorem.

TR o Wi e Bl T e it .| 40 per cent ad valorem.
Skivers, sheepskin leather:

JIIOW-.cn0an PR T T

Iftanned......... O L b P T 15 per cent ad valorem.
Bole thread, per SamMple...ceeeeeecueasan 22} cents per pound,

.................................... ...| 30 per cent ad valorem.
Top Eieces. of sole leather, cut In form .........| 15 per cent ad valorem.
L. i Ciiiien ot anseerasasa| 2} conla Dot square. yOrd.
Twine........... VLT o o i L b b 23} cents per pound.
"t tacks not exceeding 16 ounces per M.......} § cent per M

Alphabetical list of articles enterin
shoes and the import

into the manufacture of boots and

uty thereon—Continued.

Articles. Rates of duty.

Cut tacks exceeding 16 ounces per M. ...vvunnns icem‘. per pound.
Wronght tacks. .. ..oveeuiieenesanacenansnansnns]| 45 per cent ad valorem.

Cott

Bl = s T S s 1.50 per pound.
Union, sole leather. r cont ad valorem.
Velvet. . 474 per cent ad valorem.

ton, white and black, In skeins......... iccnt_per 100 yards.
5

Viscol, “aterpmufliquld .................... --.| 25 per cent ad valorem.
el o e e R e PR 25 per cent ad valorem. .
WX i iiriivnananssisondsdnsdinisianiasvs| 20 porcant ad valorem,

Webbing:

If made of cotton, flax, or other vegetable | 60 per cent ad valorem.

er,
Il contalning wool.......coivieeennsnsnnana..| B0 conts per pound and 60 per cent
ad valorem.
Wire: .
BIASY. i i cisvsrnnsesssneiennmasanhasvavensss| 45 per cont ad yalorom,
BlOBleccorccrisoramnrrrrranrransrabrranswans| o0 D00 CENL A Yaloram.

CaroniNa Baoaixg Co.,
Henderson, N. 0., April 2}, 1911.

DrARr Sin: The farmers’ free-list bill just introduced in Congress pro-
poses to admit gute into this country free. We believe everyone should
interest himself with his Congressman and Senator to prevent this
part of the bill becoming a law., We ask you to do so. This product
grows in India and nowhere else. Conditions there require payment by
Jute manufacturers of an average of about 50 cents per week to their
laborers. This is very shocking, but it is taken from their Government
report for the year 1009.

The duty on cofton bagging, which is made of jute, is about 30 cents

er roll, With this small amount of protpetion manufacturers of
agging and other jute products have had a hard tlme to live for the
last few years. Several factories have failed and gone out of business.

But there are now scyen hnz-.'.inF factories in North Carolina, three
in South Carolina, three In Virginia, and three In Georgin. Large
amounts of capital are Invested in these. Admitting jute Into this
country free of duty would ruin and close these factories and throw all
thelr labor out of employment. Our factory employs 200 operators, who
recelve from $4 to $40 per week, on which they and theie families Iive.
The duty on our annusa nuttput of 100,000 rolls is about 30 eents per
roll, or %30.000. Take thisg from our earnings and we could not go on
at all, and would close our factory. AMay God forbid such a result.
We and and our help all ery to Congress to forbld it.

Take another view of it. A few years ago there was much talk of
using cotton for cotton bagging. At the present prices of cotton, of
course, thie farmers can not afford that,

But millions of yards of cotton bagging are used yearly for cement,
grain, flour, beans, and other such purposes. If the duty on jute is
removed the great and immediate inflow of the manufactured product
would supply jute for all these and many other uses now supplied by
cotton goods.  We would thus In return for the pitiful sum of about
4 cents a bale duty now paid by the farmer on cotton bLagging, have to
be taxed In some ofher way to supply that losa of revenue to the Gov-
ernment, lose our factories to their owners, our wages to the laborers,
and sustain a comsiderable reduction In the nse and price of cotton.
Thus the prophesy of Bret Harte will be fulfilled: “ We are rulned b
Chincse cheap labor.” We pray you, dear sir, to ald in averting suc
n cnlﬂmltfv. Ald by writing your Itepresentatlve to vote agalnst free
jute. Ald by asking your neighbor to do so. And pray with us that
such a ealamity may be averted.

We write not as Democrats or Republleans, but as business men who
protest agalnst being prevented from making a living for ourselves and
those working with ns for the same purpose,

Yours, very truly,
Canonixa Bageiye Cn.,
8. B. PannayM, Tice President.

Cuicaco, April 17, 1011,
Hon. MarTix B. MADDEN, el =

House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.

Dear ManTix : I am somewhnt concerned about the bill introduced by
Congressman UNprrRwWoOD placing a number of items on the free lisf.
If there is, in your opinlon, any chance of the passage of this bill, I
roquest that you advise me of It promptly, so that the shoe manufactur-
ers may have n chance to make the fight of their lives to prevent the
removal of the duty on shoes.

While we are not in possession of complete information about the cost
of produeing shoes in Germany, Austria, England, and otler Buropean
countries, yet we belleve we know enough to warrant the clalm that wo
can_not compete with the cheap labor of those countries, Only re-
cently it has been developed by English investigators that Ameriean wages
are, on the average, two and one-fourth times a8 high as English. While
the United States has led the world in the style nnd appearance of its foot-
wear, and has been able to export shoes to some countrles on this ne-
count, nevertheless this exportation has been clilefly in the higher
grades, the shoos worn by the better elasses, who are willing to pay for
style and appearance. In the cheaper grades we have been entirel
unable to compete with any of those countries; as a matter of fact,
ch(-mis English shoes have been brought into this country sinee the duty
was lowered under the Payne-Aldrich bill,

The European countries, especinlly Germany, are importing our lasts,
patierns, and shoe machinery where it is superlor to their own and
sending young men over here to learn the American system of shoe
manufacturing. It is only falr to assume that with thcir splendid in-
dustrial equipment they will soon Invade this market.

We shoe manufacturers probably should not obiect to free shoes, pro-
vided this country went on a free-trade basis, so that wages throughout
all the industries could be adjusted to the changed eonditions, How-
ever, to remove the duty on one artlele like shoes and leave it on other
articles would prevent us from lowering our wages to the foreign level,
for if we did it we would lose our help, and thercfore there is only the
other slternative, that we should lase onr business to the foreigners.
I1f we had all of our raw materials free and free shoe machinery, so
that we could get the cheapest materials and the cheapest and best ma-
chinery to manufacture our product, we might stand a chance, but with
dutles on the raw materials that we use ranging from 5 to almost 5O
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er cent and an entirely prolibitive duty on shoe machinery we are
Ranﬁlenppeu too {;cuvily to hold our business if shoes are admitted
free.

Another thing that should be investigated before the duty is removed
on shoes is the shoe-machinery trust and the difference between the
terms it makes in this country and in romi%n countries, where it has
gome cffective competition. In this country it has none, and the shoc
manufacturers have no choice but to use its machinery on its own
roe e trul Sgrz, Scnwar & Co

ourse, ve SELZ, s
Sk i J. HArRY SELZ, 1
Becond Vice President.

Jas

SPRATT'S PATENT (AMERICA) (LTD.),
Newark, N. J., April 18, 1911,
Hon. MAnTIN B. MADDEN,

Iouse of Representatives, Washington, D, C.

Bir: Your attention is earnestly and respectiullg requested :

We are manufacturers of dog cakes and other biscuits and foods for
domestic animails E:eneruny, but our chief business is dog cakes. If
our reading of bill H. R. 4413 is correct, 1t would, If passed, allow
these foods to come Into the United States free of duty.

We in this State, and similar industries in other States, have labo-
riously, and at first with great loss, built up a business under the pro-
tection of a 20 per cent tariff. It has been barely enough. YWe alone
have invested some hundreds of thousands of dollars in an expensive
Flnnt and in the purchase of patent rights from an English company.
Ve have felt reasonably sure of a continuous moderate protection, and,
at least, that it would not be suddenly withdrawn,

If this measurc becomes law, It will be disastrous to us and to a
considerable number of wage earners. No class in the United States
denls with us less than the farmer. To put dog blscuits on the free
list wo{ﬂd gsearcely benefit him.

ery respectfully, SreaTr’s PATENT (LTn.).

Cmicago, ILn., April 21, 1911,
Hon. MARTIN B. MADDEN

L
IHouse of Representatives, Washingion, D. D.:

Foreign shoe manufacturers have free material, pay no royalty on
machinery, and get labor at about half paid in this country. How can
we Illinols manufacturers and wholesalers of shoes compete under these
conditions if shoes are admitted free¥ Tarlf on shoes is only 10 per
cent ; on all other wearing apparél averages 60 per cent. Why should
shoes bear dll the burden in the plan to reduce the cost of living? We
gg;{llil:fitly protest against the removal of duty on shoes under existing

ons.

Selz, Schwab & Co.; J. P. Smith Shoe Co.; Florsheim Shoe
Co.; Smith-Wallace Shoe Co.; Guthman Carpenter &
Telling ; Watson Plummer Shoe Co.; J. B, Tilt Shoe
Co.; H. F. C. Dovenmuehle & Son; Fargo & Phelps;
A. A, Putnam & Son: The Rice & Hutchinson Chicago

Bhoe Co.; R. I'. Bmith & Sons Co.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, the Democrats are trying to
play politics. They are not trying to give the American any ad-
vantage. They talk about a reduction of the cost of living that
will result from the enactment of this bill into law, but nobody
will ¢laim that youn can reduce the cost of living without reducing
the standard of living, unless you reduce the wage scale, and
when you do that you reduce the standard of living, because you
reduce the power to buy; and when you reduce the power to buy
you necessarily compel the man who buys tolive on a lower grade.

God forbid that the American laborer will ever be compelled
to face the awful conditions which confront the foreign laborer,
and which he will be compelled to face if the Democratic Party
succeeds in its desire to open the doors of the United States to
the markets of free-trade Europe. If that ever happens—and
happen it will if the Deniocrats have their way about it—a
condition of distress and poverty will confront us such as I hope
I may never live to see. :

I have read with much interest in a book recently published
by Samuel Gompers something of the conditions that confront
the Iaboring man in England, France, Germany, Belgium, and
Holland.

Mr. Gompers says that—

Twenty-two thousand dock laborers rtéport in Liverpool at the
alongshore every day secking a job, and,
find employment.

He refers feelingly to the degree of poverty written on the
faces of this great army of unemployed. He refers to the
physical weakness of the men in the erowd, and declares them
to be the smallest people in stature he had ever seen in an
English community. He says that the deepest impression made
upon his mind in England eame from its poverty—that poverty
and misery are everywhere in England, and that the reason for
wan faces, tattered clothing, and unshod feet is to be found in
the number of the constantly unemployed. The sights made
such an impression upon Mr. Gompers that he sees from time
to time since—

Those numbers of demoralized, degraded objects which ought to be
men and women have formed In my mind's éye a procession moving
along together past me, mournful, hopeless, repellent, a disgrace to our
bonsted civilization.

Mr, Gompers says that in Holland and Belgium a degree of
poverty exists such as hardly can be conceived by a dweller in
an American city.

ates
on the average, only 15,000

XLVII—G3

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr., Chairman—

The CHAIRMAN, Will the gentleman from Illinois yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. MADDEN. I only have about two minutes left.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Is it not a faect that in the
harvest time in Canada, when they are badly in need of labor,
the British Government sends over to Canada on special vessels
and sends through Canada on special trains this very product of
the great cities of Liverpool, London, and Manchester which you
are describing now?

Mr. MADDEN. Certainly.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Now, is it not true that this
phase of humanity which Mr. Gompers so luridly and =so truth-
fully describes is the kind of labor which in the harvest time in
Canada comes in confact with Canadian labor and with the
American labor that we send across the border—with the school-
boys and the farm boys of the United States who go over there
to do work in their fields?

Mr. MADDEN. I can not say. I am not familiar with the
situation, and of course I would not undertake to speak with-
out knowledge.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Let me say, then, that I was
in Canada when a trainload came into the Alberta and Sas-
ldm]gchewnn country, which has been so much discussed in this

ebate,

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania,

Mr, MADDEN. Yes.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Does the gentleman not
know that this class of labor which is deseribed in England,
Belgihnm, and other European countries is the same class of
labor that comes to this country in million lots annually in
competition with American labor? [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

Mr. MADDEN. The difference between conditions in this
country and conditions abroad are that when men come to
this country they are employed in accordance with the Ameri-
can standard of wages and they live in accordance with the
American standards of living. [Applause on the Republican
gide.] Either we or our forefathers came to this country from
abroad, and if it were not for the fact that our forefathers
were permitted to come here we would not have the opportunity
of gitting here and legislating for the American people to-day.

And I am glad to see the opportunity afforded the people
of downtrodden Europe to be admitted to the shores of this
free land, where every man has an opportunity to rise and
where opportunity is the one thing in which we glory. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.]

I began work carrying water at 50 cents a day in the insti-
tution of which I am now the head. Does anybody suppose that
a boy beginning to carry water at 50 cents a day in any insti-
tution in any country in Europe would ever rise to a place
where he would have a right to vote upon legislation for
00,000,000 people? No! 1 say, give them an opportunity to
come, Treat them right when-they come. I’ay them the best
wiages that can be paid. Give them the best opportunity to live
as human beings should live. The glory of this country is
that we afford every man who comes to our shores that oppor-
tunity. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes, sir.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania., Is not this the same class
of people that are to-day being employed in the great steel
plants of our country for from 12 to 13 hours per day at the
miserable pittance of 124 cents an hour?

Mr. MADDEN. If that is true, the steel people ought to be
brought to account for it, and I am ashamed if we have such
an institution in this country. But I do not think that is so.
[Applause on the Republican side.] :

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Does the gentleman believe
that the American workingman should have to come in contact
and into competition with this class of labor?

Mr. MADDEN. I will say to the gentleman that I have been
a large employer of labor, and my experience is that the first
generation of foreign labor that comes here educates its chil-
dren in the public schools of Amerieca, where they are taught to
love our institutions, and among the second generation comes
the best eitizens in the land. Sometimes we may have to sub-
mit to the competition, which affords the opportunity to bring
men up to the standard which the second generation reaches,
and I hope that we will continue to hold out the right hand of
fellowship to the downtrodden people of the world and give them

Will the gentleman yield?
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tlhie opportunity to become men in a free land and under a free
flag, [Applause on the Republican side.]

We have extended the right hand of fellowship to the down-
trodden of all the world, welcomed them to our shores, clothed
them with the dignity of citizenship, enabled them to enjoy the
blessings of liberty, opened our public schools to their children,
tauzhit themr to love our institutions, and encouraged them to
assimilate with our people. The result is that we have devel-
oped a Nation of patriotic and liberty-loving people, through
whose veins course the blood of all the nations, but whose every
impulse is strietly American. We haye thus proved to the world
that under the beneficent influence of Republican policies we
have heen able to make men as well as merchandise. These
deeds of the Republican Party in the interest of humanity,
written on the pages of the Nation’s history, will be handed
down to a grateful posterity and applauded by the generations
yet to come as the acme of devotion to the welfare of our com-
mon country.

AMr. WILSON of Pennsylvania.
further?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes, sir.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. I desire to call the gentle-
man’s attention to Senate Document 521, a report of the Burean
of Labor, of the investization of the Bethlehem Steel Works,
where he will find that thousands of these foreign workingmen
are employed from 12 to 13 hours a day at 12} cents an hour
in competition with the American workingmen. I will refer the
gentleman also to the Pittsburg Survey, where be will find the
same condition exists in the great iron and steel industries in
ilhie neighborhood of Pittsburg, Pa. And T would like to say to
the gentleman that in Pennsylvania 62 per cent of those engnged
in bituminous coal mining are of foreign-speaking nationalities,
and 51 per cent of those engaged in anthracite coal mining are
of forelgn-speaking nationalities, and the result is that the pro-
ducers of bituminous coal in some parts of Pennsylvania are the
lowest paid miners of any coal produced anywhere in the world.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

" Mr., MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I will ask for 10 minutes
more time.

Mr. DALZELL. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman.

Mr. MADDEN. XNow, I wish to ask the gentleman from Penn-
gylvania a question. Is the gentleman from I’ennsylvania going
to vote for this so-called farmers’ free-list bill?

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania, I am.

Alr. MADDEN. Then the gentleman from Pennsylvania is
going to do the very thing against which he argues. He is
going to place the American workingman on the basis of Euro-
pean starvation wages by giving an opportunity te the European
manufacturers to send their products into this country free and
ghut out the American workingman from the opportunity of
earning American wages here. [Applause on the Republican
side.

WJ]mn I was talking about this labor proposition, about which
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WiLsox] interrupted me,
I was quoting Mr, Gompers, the leader of the American Federa-
tion of Labor. I was not making the statement. Mr. Gompers
was making the statement, and I believe he was stating the
truth.

Mr, McGUIRE
question?

Mr, MADDEN. Yes.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania asked the question whether there had not been a large
number of undesirable persons brought in from the European
countries to the United States to work in American mills. We
concede that there have been a large number of these undesir-
able immigrants. But I want to ask the gentleman whether
there was not a time when both this undesirable and the desir-
able labor left the United States because it could not procure
work, and beeause conditions here were more appalling than
those deseribed in Lurope by Mr. Gompers, and whether that
time was not under the late Democratic administration?

Mr. MADDEN. There never was a Democratic administra-
tion in power for any length of time that the emigration was
not about as much going from this country the other way as
was the immigration coming this way. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.]

Now, Mr. Gompers gsays that agricultural laborers in the
eastern central part of England receive compensation at the
rate of $2.85 per week; motor car drivers receive, after paying
for their gasoline, something like 2 shillings for 15 hours' work,
In London the union seale for men in the binding department
in printing offices Is 34 shillings for 54 hours; for cutters, 30
shillings; for girl folders, 15 shillings. In Berlin saddlers earn
from $6.50 to $7 per week. In Hungary the pay for skilled

Will the gzentlemian yleld

of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield for a

millers is less than 80 cents a day. The best-paid workmen in
Budapest are bricklayers; they receive from $1 to $1.20 per day.
This fabulous price, however, is paid only in the summer time.
In winter they receive GO eents a day for unskilled worlk.

I have wondered if, while looking upon the poverty stricken
laboring men and women of free-trade Europe, Mr. Gompers
did not frequently thank God that he was an American citizen
and represented an organization in this country where under a
wise amd beneficent Constitution they do not have to tolerate
parties which by unwise legislation ecan bring about such dis-
tressing conditlons.

The laboring man who remembers the doleful years from 1823
to 1897 will not look with favor upon the pending hill, Mr.
Chairman. Conditions in this country became almost as dis-
fressing to the laboring men during that gloomy period as those
existing to-day in free-trade Europe, so graphieally described by
Mr. Gompers in his book I have just referred to.

The hum of the wheels in the factories and the rumbling of
the machinery in the mills will never become odlous to those
men, nor will the smell of the smoke of commercial activity
make them wish for a repetition of a like period of idleness.

The American laboring man knows he is the best paid, the
best housed, the best clad, and the most contented wage earner
on the face of the earth. He knows that lie receives from two to
five times as much for his hire as is received by any like person
in this broad universe. He wants to continue to receive such
compensation, but he knows—and no Democratic politician can
make him understand otherwise—that the adoption of this bill
into law will not better his condition, but will, in fact, bring
back those days of *03 to 'O7 which were a curse to American
manhood and American womanhood.

Tariff-for-revenue bills—I refer to general tariff-for-revenue
bills—have always caused our country to suffer commercial
paralysis. What will a free trade measure like the pending bill
do to us? There never was a time, however, following the adop-
tion of a Republican protective tariff measure that the country
did not, under its stimulating and invigorating effect, take on
new and increased activity.

The way to keep America prosperous is not by passing free-
trade legislation and by opening our markets to European prod-
ucts. You can not employ European factories to make goods
for American consumption without throwing American work-
men out of employment. That is exactly what you are trying
to do now. What advantage is there in being able to buy
foreign-made goods cheap if to do so we are first compelled
to shut off the forge and the loom? What would it profit us
to have Europe take our market while we are looking for
theirs? Do you want to give up the home market and take
a chance on the foreign market? If so, pass this bill. I do
not want to give up the home market and am therefore opposeil
to this bill and shall vote against it when the roll is ealled
upon its passage, and I hope that in the other legislative branch
of this country a halt will be called upon the enactment of
this infamous, nefarious humbug into a law. [Applause on
the Republican side.]

Mr. DALZELL. I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Grorerr].

Mr. GILLETT. Mr, Chairman, I shall confine myself to one
item in this bill, the item of cotton bagging, It is hardly ncces-
sary for me to suggest that my speeial Interest in this one item
is because it is manufactured in my distriect. We have there a
prosperous factory, and I can see absolutely no reason and no
excuse for putting cotton bagging on the free list, except the
desire that the cotton planter of the South may buy the covering
for his bale a little cheaper; and to accomplish that you are
willing to take away the manufacture from operatives in the
TUnited States and transfer it to the underfed, undereducated,
underclothed, underpaid natives of India. That must be the
resnlt: that must be the purpose of this clause of the bill. From
a protective standpoint it is indefensible, from a tariff-for-reve-
nue standpoint it is indefensible, from an American standpoint
it is indefensible. Its only defense is a narrow secctional class
advantage.

I believe the policy is as shortsighted as it is unfair. It is
shortsighted becaunse if we once drive the manufacture out of
the Unifed States, drive if to India entirely, extinguish it here,
then, of course, the Indian manufacturer will have absolute *
control of the market, and it is not very probable that his prices
will be made with any sgpeelal regard to the feclings of the
cotton planter of the South; they will have a monopoly and
will not fail to use it; so I believe, even from your own interest,
it is not wise.

But I suppose you have got to show that the Democratic Party
is in power. You have got to show your gratitude for the votes
of the South; you have got o cater to that section and do some-
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thing to show that the South is in the saddle and the Demo-
eratic Party is earing for its own, and so you are striking off
cotton bagging from the protected list. I think I can show that
there is no fair argument why we ouglit not to give the present
rate of duty to this article.

What are the faets? It was about 40 years ago that the
manufacture of this article commenced in the United States.
I think the first mill that started was the Ludlow Manufactur-
ing Co., in my district.

Mr. RANDELL of Texas.
question?

Mr. GILLETT. Yes.

Mr. RANDELL of Texas.
is eontrolled by a trust?

Mr. GILLETT. It is not; I will come to that later.

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Is it not a fact that it is manu-
factured practically by one concern?

Mr. GILLETT. The gentleman is entirely mistaken.

Mr. RANDELL of Texas, Where is it made?

Mr. GILLETT. It is made in a half a dozen different places.
I will come to that, and after I get through the gentleman can
ask me more about it if he wishes.

When we began 40 years ago all cotton bagging was imported
and sold for 85 cents per yard. We at once cut the price to 18
cents and have sold it as low as b cents. Inasmuch as it only
takes about 6 yards of bagging to cover a bale of cotton, duty on
that 6 yards would be between 3 and 4 cents. A bale of cot-
ton Is worth $60 or $70. So that simply to save—even if the
whole duty was added to the price—simply to save 3 or 4 cents
for the cetton planter on each bale, you are going to strike down
an industry that is scattered over the United States and has
been established by a determined policy.

Now, where is it that the imported bagging is made? YWhere
is our main competition? It used to be in Dundee, Scotland, but
by the tariff that was put on cotton bagging the American manu-
facturers were able to compete with Dundee, and we would be
willing to compete with England, even with the present low duty,
although all our machinery has to be imported from England,
because there is none made in the United States, and we have to
pay a 45 per cent duty on that machinery. Yet, with that imported
machinery and with the tax that we pay on it, and with the
duty on cotton bagging less than 10 per cent ad valorem, we are
willing to compete with the manufacturers of England.

But unfortunately the Scotland manufacturers, when they
could not compete successfully with us, moved their machinery
and their foremen and their business to Caleutta, and there, on
the banks of the Hoogly River, where the jute grows and is
brought right into their mills, they have the same machinery
that we have here, paying no duty on it, and instead of the
labor that we have here they have Indian labor, for which they
pay about 50 cents per week.

Now, let me read from the United States Consular and Trade
TReport of 1907, showing what the competition is that we have to
meet, against what class of labor it is that you are unwilling to
protect us by a duty of even 10 per cent.

Let me read you from United States Consular and Trade
Report No. 2807, 1907 :

The wages paid to men in the mlills range from $2 to $3 per month,
women from $1.50 to ,}2, and boys and girls from $1 to $1.75. These
people subsist prineipally on rice and vegetables made up in the form
of curry, which is a I};EPEEPS’ and sweetish mixture of rice and vegetables,
with now and then chicken, duck, or goat meat.

They all chew betel nut constantly as a stimulant. They eat two
meals n day as a rule, one before beginning work and one after the day's
work Is done. The men and boys wear breechelouts, or dhooties, and the
women and girls saris, which consists of 40 vards of thin muslin
wmi;]ml in a peculinr way about the loins and shoulders.

The people of a mill, or several miils if the mills are nearly located
together, occupy a_ village, which is made up of huts made of mud,
bricks, and palm leaves woven into sheets and tacked onto bamboo
yoles.  All are thatched with a long, tough grass used throughout
ndia for covering huts and bungalows, and which makes a tight, cool,
and durable roof. The floor is made of clay tamped down hard, which
makes a very good floor. On this floor is spread in places matting made
of bamboo grass. On this matting many of the natives throw down a
cotton blanket, or possibly a thin mattress, for beds.

Some have a rude bed made of four posts 16 inches high, with cross-
head and sldepieces plnned together, and then erisserossed with bed-
cords. There may be a few rude benches, but little or no furniture is
to be seen in the huts. The natives eat on the floor, squatted around
a pot or pan containing the food. The men and boys eat first and the
women and girls afterwards, taking what is left. The mode of life is
thoronghly primitive. No knives, spoons, or forks are used in eating,
the fingers answering all purposes,

Now, those are the persons that are manufacturing the cot-
ton bagging in competition with that made in the United
States. y

Mr. COOPER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILLETT. Certainly.

Mr. COOPER. I remember reading in the consular report
that same account, and it is said they begin to work at 6 o’clock

Will the gentleman yield for a

Is it not a fact that cotton bagging

in the morning, take one-half an hour for noon, and work 14
hours a day, and that there was an attempt then being made
to eut the day down to 12 hours; and they were working for
$2.50 and $3 a month, 14 hours a day.

Mr. GILLETT. Yes. Here, of course, in the United States—
in Massachusetts at least—they are limited to 55 hours of
work a week. As the gentleman said, they work 14 hours a
day and at wages about one-tenth of what we pay.

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, does that report
show what the unit of value of each one of these men is?

Mr. GILLETT. No; this report does not show that; but I
read an English report which did show it, and my recollection
is that they thought the unit of work was about one-third. The
gentleman will recognize that this is about the simplest, the
lowest form of work in manufacture, that there can be. It
requires very slight intelligence and requires only manual dex-
terity. The operators of India, therefore, are better able to
compete with us in this than they would be in almost any other
manufacture.

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. T want to ask the gentleman be-
fore he gets through, and I would like to have him tell us, why
it was that this combination that is commonly called the Bag-
ging Trust was trying to keep out goods that were coming in
competition with it and had them classified here at the rate of
45 per cent instead of the ordinary rate on cotton bagging.

Mr. GILLETT. I do not know where the gentleman gets his
facts. I presume he gets them from the same circular that
wis sent to me. I dispute those facts. They say that this
Bagging Trust has done so and =o. Why, there is no trust at
all, as I shall show Iater. :

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Is it not a fact that a decision was
made that even though they did have it classified, and they did
bring the goods in,”and they did claim they wanted to pay a
higher rate than was necessary, yet they had a right to pay an
even higher rate, if they desired, if the classification was cor-
rectly higher?

Mr. GILLETT. Noj; itisnota fact. This is what I am told.
They brought in some bagging which was not made of jute, but
of certain grasses, and not being classified as jute they were
classified under the general class where they ought to go.

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Did not the Bagging Trust have
to appeal this——

Mr. GILLETT. There is no Bagging Trust,

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Well, the persons bringing that in,
did they not have to appeal in order to get themselves assessed
higher?

Mr. GILLETT. T do not know anything about that, but I do
not see what difference it makes.

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Then the gentleman did not read
the ecireular.

Mr. GILLETT. If the gentleman thinks this bagging made
out of these grasses ought to be brought in at the same rate of
duty as the jute bagging instead of 45 per cent, which is the
unclassified rate, let his party say it shall come in at the same
rate as jute, at 10 per cent. I have no objection to that; but
that is not jute bagging. They fry to bring it in as jute instead
of grass, and so naturally those that were competing with it
tried to make it pay the highest price they could.

Mr. BURLESON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILLETT. Certainly.

Mr. BURLESON. Will the gentleman deny that that was a
fabricated case——

Mr. GILLETT. I do not know.

Mr. BURLESON (continuing). And that those behind it
were the American Manufacturing Co. and the Ludlow Manu-
facturing Co.?

Mr. GILLETT. I do not know anything about it. Yes, I do; I
deny it was the Ludlow Co.; I know it was not.

Mr. BURLESON. Does not the gentleman know that there
wias a statement made before the Ways and Means Committee
in the tariff hearings of 1909 showing that the sale of the output
of bagging made in the United States was divided between the
American Manufacturing Co. and the Ludlow Manufacturing
Co. upon the basis of 82 per cent to the American Manufacturing
Co. and 18 per cent to the Ludlow Co., and that that arrange-
ment had been in existence for years?

Mr. GILLETT. A great deal of testimony may have been
presented; I do not know whether it was or not; but I deny it
was true, if it was.

Mr. BURLESON.
deny it?

Mr. GILLETT. TUpon the authority of the Ludlow Co.

Mr. BURLESON. They were before the committee. Why
did not they themselves deny it? Why should the gentleman

Upon what authority does the gentleman
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come now and deny something that the Ludlow Co. did not then

y?

]tmi; EILLE'.{'.T, I do mot know whether they denied it or
not, but——

Mr. BURLESON. I invite the gentleman to an inspection of
the hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means and
challenge him to point out te this committee any testimony
from the Ludlow Manufacturing Co. wherein a denial was made
that this agreement existed.

Mr. GILLETT. I did not even know they were before the
committee, but I venture to say you will not find anything
swwhere they admitted it was true, because they told me it was
not so.

Mr. BURLESON. No; of course they would not admit it, be-
cause it is a violation of the law.

Mr. GILLETT. They denied it, undoubtedly.

Mr. BURLESON. They failed to deny it.

Mr. GILLETT. I read the testimony at the time, I remember,
but T do not remember anything about it. Now that we are on
that subjeet, I will say this: You talk about trusts and have
doubtless received circulars, as I have, from men who are en-
gaged in the business of importing this foreign bagging, and
consequently are interested to drive the American manufac-
turer, their rival, out of the business. I have received circulars,
and they claim there is a trust. There is no evidence of it, and
I have a statement from the president of my company, a man
in whose integrity I have absolute confidence, who tells me
that there has not been, either directly or indirectly, any com-
bination of the Ludlow Co. with any other manufacturers in
the United States. Why, you talk about a trust when 20 per
cent of the cotton bagging that is used in the United States is
imported now and has been for many years. The tariff is a
little less than 10 per cent ad valorem and has been for years.
Is that an exorbitant duty, is that an extravagant duty, to keep
out foreign manufacturers and particularly the manufacturers
employing such labor as that to which I have alluded? No; it
seems to me that faet in and of itself proves that the tariff is
not high enovgh to allow any menopoly in this country. I notice
the Committee on Ways and Means states in their report that
we give free hinding twine to the western farmer, and therefore
why should we mnot give free cotton bagging to the southern
farmer. That argunment and the imaginary trust are the only
excuses offered. You know that is not a fair analogy.

When binding twine was put on the free list there had mot
been any importations of binding twine for years. It was ap-
parent that the tariff was prohibitory, and it was put on the
free list. What was the result? Still there were no importa-
tions of binding twine. Apparently there was not any made
that could compete with us, even without a duty, and from that
day to within a very few years ago there was no competition
on binding twine, and it could well afford to have that duty
taken off.

Recently there has been a little importation, and from whom?
Has it come from countries like India, where labor is employed
at 50 cents a week? Why, no. The only place that binding
iwine has been imported from in any amount was from the only
nation that I think we do not need to have any protective tariff
against—from Canada. And it was produced there, I presume,
simply because the agricultural-implement industry moved over
there from the United States, and in that connection they made
binding twine and sometimes duomped their surplus into the
United States. So I claim that that has no analogy at all. It
differs from this in the fact that when that was put on there was
no importion ef binding twine, whereas now in cotton bagging
there is an annual importation of 20 per cent of all that is nsed,
and the only nation that ever has made binding tywvine in com-
petition is a nation where the standards of labor and living are
almost Iike those in the United States, and not, as in the case of
cotton bagging, so low and inferior that mo one will pretend
that there can be equal competition between us.

So, I say, T ain assured by fthe president of this company that
it Iins never been in any combination, that the price has not
been fixed between them, and that they have entirely different
agents. It seems to be the policy of my friends on the other
side, inasmuch as they are short of other arguments, to accuse
this company ef being a trust. I remember when I was in the
law school I was told if I had not any ecase, to pitch into the
lawyer on the other side. And just as in different eras of the
world, it has been the practice, if you wanted to hurt your
encmy, to call him a Christian, or a Jew, or a witch, or heretic,
so the demagogue to-day denounces every opponent as the
friend of trusts and monopolies. I would like to sec some evi-
dence that this is a trust. The president of this company,
which manufactures, I think, about 20 per cent of the cotton
manufactured in the United States, a man interested, of course,

but in whose integrity I have implicit confidence, assures me
that there is no combination in prices or sales, and the fact
that about 20 per cent of all that is used is imported from
India is itself proof that there is mo monopoly. HHow much
must be imported to satisfy you that there is no monopoly?
Apparently you want 100 per cent.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Is the gentleman prepared to
state what proportion or per cent of the cotton bagging used in
the United States is produced here, and what per cent is im-
ported?

Mr, GILLETT. I say about 20 per cent is imported from
India, and consequently 80 per cent of it is produced lere.
Some of it is produced in Ludlow ; there is a large mill in Brook-
lyn, N. Y., and there are miils in many other States. I sup-
pose that what originally started this talk of a trust was that a
good many years ago there was apparently an attempt made to
make a consolidation of all the baggzing manufactories.

Mr. BURLESON. Dees not the gentleman know that certain
bagging mills in (he South were bought by the American Manu-
facturing Co., dismantled and closed, and stockholders in these
local econcerns recelved as thelr purchase price stock of the
Ameriean Manufacturing Co., and has not that condition con-
tinued ever since?

Mr. GILLETT. That is what I was going on to say. I
understand there was an attempt years ago to make a large
combination. A good many mills were bought out and they
were formed under the title you mentioned, of the American
Manufacturing Co., into one Jarge concern, and that absorbed
a number of mills. Some of them were dismantied and some
kept on. But they did not absorb all; they did not acquire a
monopoly.

Mr. BURLESON. I will admit that they did not absorb the
Ludlow concern. But I want to know if—Dbecause all we want
to know is the truth—the gentleman denies that the Ludlow
concern manufactures more than 18 per cent of the American
Troduct ? K

Mr. GILLETT. I deny the manufacture in any specific per
cent; indeed, I do.

Mr. BURLESON. You say you have no knowledgze of their
understanding with the American Manufacturing Co., of Brook-
Iyn? Do you deny that through a series of years the Ludlow
Co. manufactured about 18 per cent of the product that is sup-
plied of the American produet and never more?

Mr. GILLETT. The mill makes, I think, about 20 per cent.
Probably the mill in Peru, Ind., i8 capable of making some cer-
tain per cent, and it is not always exactly the same per cent.
There are at least these three different independent concerns
that are now manufacturing.

Mr. BURLESON. Will the gentleman say that the Peru
concern is entirely independent of the American Manufactur-
ing Co.?

':;\Ir. GILLETT. I think so. There is one other that is inde-
pendent, and T think it is this Peru one. But if the gentleman
means to intimate that they prescribe a certain percentage to
each concern, I do deny it

Mr. BURLESON. I call the attention of the gentleman to
the emphatic statement made by a former employee of the
American Manufacturing Co. before the Committee on Ways
and Means, tariff hearings, in 1909. The gentleman can only
have his information at second hand.

Mr. GILLETT. I have it at first hand from a gentleman who
is in a position to know.

Mr. BURLESON. The gentleman must know that such testi-
mony is only hearsay. Mr. Ludlow has not come here or before
the committee to say so.

Mr. GILLETT. There never was any Mr. Ludlow, so far as
I know.

Mr. BURLESON. Whoever the proprietor ig, or the general
manager, or some one having first-hand knowledge of the fact.

Mr. GILLETT. Whether this former employee that the gen-
tleman vefers to is o man of infegrity or not I do not know,
The gentleman apparently is depending upon the word of a
former employee to lay a fonndation for the charge of a trust,
which is emphatically denied by one man, at least, who does
know. And, as I say, it is very casy for the gentleman from
Texas to cry “trust’™ and to try to make ont that there is a
wicked combination, in order to make unpopular the persons
who are manufacturing the bagging which he wants to be able
to buy cheaper. He wants it all imported. IIe wants it to be
made in India, does he? :

Mr. BURLESON. Does not the gentleman speak from hear-
say? Will the gentleman answer my gquestion?

Mr. GILLETT. Will the gentleman ansywer my question first?

[Taughter.]
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Mr. BURLESON. I want to see the southern producer who
raises cotton relieved of the tribute exacted of him and which
lie has been paying for so mauy years.

Mr. GILLETT. What tribute?

Mr. BURLESON. The tribute he pays to this Bagging Trust
or combination.

Mr. GILLETT. Three-fourths of a cent tariff?

Mr. BURLIESON. Now, under the fabricated case and de-
cision of the customs appraisers, It is proposed to make it 45 per
cent.

Mr. GILLETT. The gentleman is mistaken.
crass, not to the jute bagging.

Mr. BURLESON. It is sought to be made to apply to the

bagzing imported for use in the coming cotton crop. I would
like to aak the gentleman how many people are employed in the
Tudlow mill in making cotton bagging, not in making cordage
and other products?

Mr. GILLETT. About 600.

Now, apparently the only elaim they ean make is that this
manufacture is controlled by a trust; and yet, as I say, the
most complete answer to that is that the tariff' is now so
low that 20 per cent is Imported, so that there can be no
monopoly. Apparently the gentleman syants to see the whole
100 per cent imported. If 20 per cent is not enough to make
competition, to prevent n trust from having n monopoly, how
much does the gentleman want to see imported? If a tariff of
less than 10 per cent against the covile employees of Indin is
too much, then I agree that you might as well have nothing.
If you strike out thig, it simply drives the business, the manu-
facture, from the United States to Indin; and that, apparently,
is the intention of the Democeratic Party. They apparcntly
want to drive these employees In Ludlow and in Brooklyn and
in Indiana into some other employment.

Mr. AUSTIN. And there are also establishments in North
Carolina and Georgia and Tennessee.

Mr., GILLETT. Yes; in many other States, as the gentle-
man says. American mills will have this machinery, which
was imported, paying a high duty, made useless and turned
into worthless junk in order that the cotton planter may save
I:J)h{ml: 3 cents on each bale of cotton that is worth $60 or $70 a
ale,

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma.

Mr. GILLETT. Yes.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. The gentleman said that a bale
of cotton i8 worth from $65 to $70 and the bagging worth only
3 cents?

Mr. GILLETT. Yes, :

Mr., McGUIRE of Oklahoma. My reeollection is that the
recent value of n bale of cotton las been $80 or $90 a bale,
whereas under the Democratic administration some years ago
it was worth only $23 or $24 a bale. [Applause on the Repub-
lican gide.]

Mr. BURLESON. Dees the gentleman from Oklahoma claim
that any tariff on cottort fixed under the Payne-Aldriech bill is
the canse of the present high price of cotton?

Mr. GILLETT, T should say it would be even a little more
ridiculous now to try to save 3 cents on a bale than it was when
a bale of cotton was worth only $20.

Mr. BURLESON. 1 would IIl.c to ask the gcntlemun from
Oklahoma again swhether he thinks the present high price of
cotton is eaused by the existing tarifl' law?

My, McGUIRE of Oklaboma. I am making no claim. I am
simply stating the facts as to what the conditions were under
the Democratic administration as compared with what the con-
ditions were under a Republican administration. [Applause on
the Republican side.]

Mr. BURLESON. But answer. Is it enused by the tariff?

AMr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. There is no doubt but that the
high price was made possible by the policy of the Republican
Party when it was in power and that the depression referred
to sras eaused by the policy of the Democratic Party when it
was in power. [Applause on the Republican side.]

AMr. SIMS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILLETT. I am sorry I can not let you have a discus-
gion with the gentleman from Oklahoma in my time.

Mr. SIMS. Does not the gentleman know that the price of
cotton was lower in 1898 than at any prior time?

Mr. BSCII. Will the gentleman yield for a moment?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin?

Mr. GILLETT, Yes.

Alr. ESCEH. TUnder the Wilson bill was the tariff on cotton
bagging taken off?

Mr, GILLETT. It was.

That applies to

Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ESCH. And, if so, what effect had it upon the industry
at that time?

Mr. GILLETT. We had, as I remember, under the McKinley
bill practically the whole market to ourselves, and when the
duly was taken off in the Wilson bill the importations imme-
diately leaped up from practically nothing to 16,000,000 yards
the last year, and then the Dingley bill again put on this small
duty.

Mr. ESCH. That was a much smaller duty than the former
duty under the McKinley ‘bill?

Mr. GILLETT. Ob, yes.

Mr. PAYNE. Right in that connection, Mr, Plerce, who repre-
sented the district from St. Louls, came before the Dingley
Ways and Means Committee. He was a manufacturer of cotton
bagging, and he had been on a tour round the world for two or
three years and had examined the conditions in every mill in
Egypt, and had also been to Dundee and examined the condi-
tions there; and when he got through he explanined the matter
to the committee and stated the faets that he had ascertained,
and suggested this very low duty. Some of the other manu-
fucturers thought it was not enough to put the business again
on its feet. ITe said he wanted as low a duty as he could get
and stifl do the business or do a portion of it; and that is the
reason that that very low duty was made in the Dingley bill,
I forget what the former duty was under the McKinley bill.

Mr. 'ITZGERALD. The duty on these articles was fixed
in accordance with the Republican platform, was it not, in the
Payne bill?

Mr. GILLETT. I do not know whether it was or not.

Mr. FITZGERALD. That i the presumption—that the duties
in the Payne bill were fixed in accordance with the Republican
platform.

AMr. GILLETY. I think this was n good deal less. This is
the most extreme ease you could get.

Mr, FITZGERALI., The theory upon which the Payne bill
was framed was the declaration in the Republican platform
that the duty ought fo cover the difference in the cost of pro-
duetion here and abroad and afford a reasonable profit to the
manufacturer. Now, was this duty fixed in nccordance with
the Republican platform, or was the promise of the Republican
platform repudiated in this case?

Mr. GILLETT. Neither one. I do mot suppose the gentle-
man imagines that every schedule in the bill is exactly and
accurately matched to that platform. I think myself that this
is too low to give an adequate profection against the coolie
inbor of India.

Mr. FITZGERALD. 1 wish to ask the gentleman if he can tell
the wages that are paid in the mills in his district which manu-
facture this cotton bagging.

Mr. GILLETT. As I remember the wages of the 600 men,
women, and children who are engaged in this industry average
about §11 a week.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Ten dollars is the maximum wage paid
in Brooklyn, except for machinists; and what I wanted to
know was whether, in the opinion of the gentleman, $10 a week
is a living wage under a Republican tariff in any industry,
when the tariff is fixed in accordance with the Republican
platform.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's time has expired. ;

Mr. DALZELL. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
sotts 10 minutes more,

Mr. GILLETT. Mr. Chairman, as I say, I think that this is
too low to accord with that principle. It is one of the lowest
dunties in the tariff, and that is one of the strong arguments
against its repeal. It is only about 10 per cent, or a little less,
ad valorem, and yet the gentlemen on that side say that 10 per
cent is too high against this oriental labor. Now, if the gentle-
man had been here before, he would have heard me say that
thig is an exceedingly simple and easily learned kind of labor.
It is abont the crudest labor that there is. Women and children
are employed in it. I agree that $10 a week is very low.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Ten dollars is the wages paid te the
nien. The women and children get lower wages.

Alr. GILLETT. Noj the gentleman is mistaken.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The women get $6.15, and the children
got various sums.

Mr. GILLETT.
age $10 a week.

Mr. PITZGERALD. Ob, no; that can not be, because outside
of foremen, assistant foremen, and machinists——

Mr. GILLETT. I included them in the average.

Mr, PTITZGERALD, Machinists get $21 a week and assistant
foremen $14.50.

I think the wages of the whole number aver-
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Mr. GILLETT. They are a part of the employment. They
bring up the average.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I know; but you might Include the com-
pensation of the officials of the corporations.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. When you are getting an aver-
age, you include both the high paid and the low paid.

Mr, FITZGERALD. The maximum salary or ‘compensation
paid a man is $10 a week. Can the gentleman state how many
hours a day the employees in these mills work?

Mr. GILLETT. They work 55 hours a week—that is the
limit—whereas over there they work 15 hours a day. If the
gentleman’s complaint is that these wages are too low, is that a
reason for their doing away with the duty? Is that a reason for
taking off the duty and sending the manufacture out of the
country?

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman’s inference is hardly
correct, We will discuss that when we come to the profits
that have been made by those engaged in the work,

Mr. GILLETT. We can not tell what the profits are, for they
have other branches of manufacture.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I will put in the RREcorp, if T ean get it,
the information which the Secretary of the Treasury has in
hand under the corporation-tax aect.

Mr. GILLETT. The gentleman can, of course, put in the
Record what he pleases.

Mr. FITZGERALD. If the Secretary does not wish to give
it to me, of course I can not put it in.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman from
Massachusetts yield?

Mr. GILLETT. Certainly.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Does the gentleman not know
that many of the employees in the constituent plants of the so-
called Cotton Bag Trust are paid the miserable pittance of 60
cents a day?

AMr. GILLETT. I do not know; it may be so. It is the
simplest and crudest and lowest form of labor that there is.
It is obliged to compete with Indian labor, and doubtless the
employers get the cheapest labor they can, and now you gentle-
men want to wipe away the tariff of 10 per cent under which
they are just able to live. If the gentleman is correct, we em-
ploy the cheapest labor there is, and now the gentleman wants
to wipe that off and drive it into some other employment.

Mr, SIMS, If the gentleman will pardon me, can the gentle-
man fell us what Is the labor cost compared to the total cost of
production?

Mr. GILLETT. I can not tell the gentleman. Now, Mr.
Chairman, I elaim that this stands as a very clear case of an
industry which has the lowest protection under which it can
exist—Iless than 10 per cent ad valorem protection, one of the
lowest in the whole list. Ifs competitor is the cheap labor
of India, labor to whose standard no one wants us to descend,
but what the gentlemen on the other side of the House are
trying to do apparently is to drive out this industry from the
United States. They want us to wind up our factories and send
the work fo India. I hope it is not a fair specimen of the spirit
which animates the Democratic Party. You want us to abandon
the Ameriean manufacture, you want to throw out of work the
American laborer, and you want it done in order that you may
save the magnificent sum of 3 cents a bale on cotton.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILLETT. I will

Mr. BUCHANAN. Is it not a fact that under this splendid
system of protection of the Republican administration the
employers now employ labor wherever they can get it cheapest;
and is it not a fact that they are bringing about a million of
foreign pauper laborers into this country every year to compete
with American labor?

Mr. GILLETT. That is not a very pertinent question to this
matter.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I think it is. The gentleman said he
wanted to protect the American workman against foreign com-
petition.

Mr. GILLETT. Does the gentleman from Illinois want to
keep out foreign labor; is that his argument?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I am not making any argument at all

Mr. GILLETT. That seemed to be the result of the gentle-
man's question, and I want to find out what he is driving at.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Will the gentleman from Massachusetts
answer the question I asked?

Mr. GILLETT. I first want to find out what the gentleman
from Illinois is driving at.

Mr. BUCHANAN, If the foreign workman ywould come here
of his own volition under a condition where he could exercise
his freedom with the American workman, I would say let the
foreiguer come in, but I do object to the working people of this

country being misled by the statement that they are protected
by the tariff, when, in fact, there is no protection against the
foreign workingman at all; they have to compete with the for-
eign workman,

Mr. GILLETT. Of course they do, and the gentleman's argu-
ment would seem to be that they ought not to. But what we
are using here in competition with the ridiculously cheap labor
of India is the cheapest labor that can be procured in this
country,

It seems to me there is no tariff in our whole law which
presents a stronger case than cotton bagging., The duty is low—
less than 10 per cent. The foreign competition is not labor of
the same class, but Orientals whose wages are only a tenth of
ours and whose standards of living are ag different. The pres-
ent tariff is not high enough to allow a monopoly, as is proved
by the fact that there has been for years an increasing importa-
tion, amounting to 20 per cent of the consumption. It is now a
revenue duty, and in abolishing it you are losing revenue.

You Democrats have the power, and for the sake of the cotton
planters you may strike down this American industry, turn
soiee thousands of American operatives out of work, and hand it
over to the Indian coolies; but yon are demonstrating your true
attitude toward labor, are showing who your real masters are,
and are revealing the political prineiples which have so long
kept you from power and which will again turn you out of
POWEr.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield four minutes to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. AUsTIN].

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Chairman, I send to the Clerk’s desk to
have read an editorial which appeared in the Washington Post
on yesterday, a newspaper owned and controlled, as I under-
stand, by the Hon. John R. Mc¢Lean, one of the Democratic
leaders and also the proprietor of the Democratic organ of the
State of Ohio—the Cineinnati Enquirer.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mpr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
gentleman on what authority he says that Mr. McLean is a
Democratie Ieader?

Mr, AUSTIN. That is a well-understood proposition in Ohio
and in the West. He eame very near coming to the United
States Senate as a representative of the gentleman's party from
Ohio.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. How near did he come?

Mr. CONNELL., Does the gentleman mean to say that be-
cause he may be a1 Democratic leader his newspaper is neces-
sarily a Democratic newspaper?

Mr. AUSTIN. In this case the paper is Democratic and its
owner a Democrat in good standing.

Mr, CARTER., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. AUSTIN. I would like to have my friends on the other
side listen to this editorial first and then, if I have any time,
1 will be glad to answer the gentleman’s question.

Mr. CARTER., OL, I have read the editorial. I would like to
have some information from the gentleman.

The CIHAIRMAN, The gentleman declines to yield, and the
Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

GIVH BUSINESS A CHANCE!

If statesmen of high and low degree are anxious to do something that
will meet the approval of an overwhelming majority of the American
people and Immensely promote the general welfare, let them wind up
political agitation and give business a chance.

By business we mean tlie man with the hoe and the man with the
check book; the manager at the desk and the engineer In the cab; the
butcher, the baker, the candlestick maker; everybody, in short, outside
of the halls of legislation.

Iivery man in the United States who is willing to work ought to have
a chance to work, All wonld hayve that chance if it were not for un-
necessary obstructlons and threatened assaults upon business, Most of
the people are only too anxlous to get busy and keep busy. Why can't
they have the chance?

The earth is fruitful, the people are healthy, the machinery of pro-
duction and distribution is all in place, The United States at this
moment should be tha busiest, most prosperous, happlest country on the
globe. But it 1s lmlting\: and stumbling along, a l.{fflx!‘ltic weakling,
suffering from the Infantile paralysis of too much polities,

We do not belleve for o moment that a majority of the people are in
favor of the continual monkeying with the mechanism of Industry.
They are not demanding an overhauling of the country by political
doctors and legislative Jnkcm. They are attending to their own busi-
ness and they wish lawmakers would shut up shop and quit interfering
with the busfness of breadwinning and home making.

Big business is no more vitally affected than little business, except for
the f%.ct that more persons are concerned in big business than in little
business. The same Influence that halts a rallroad system paralyzes
merchants and builders and farmers along the line, to say nothing of
the mechanics and laborers directly employed by the railroad,

Injury or interruption of one business injures and Interrupts others,
The delay in declding the Standard Oil and Tobaeco Trust cases by the
United States Supreme Court does no more harm to those concerns than
it does to all other businecss., The harm does not lle in fear of an ad-
verse deelsion, but in the delay. If the worst were known business
would 130 nhead, but uncertainty paralyzes the will of business from the
Atlantic to the Pacific. No engagements can be made for future de-
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velopment or extensions. IIverybody marks time—not because he is a
rtockholder in Standard O1l, but beeause his business Is n thread in
the compliented web of American industry. ;

The Government ean do nothing better for the people than to permit
thiem to attend to thelr own affairs. The legislative branch ean hel
by refraining from making or threatening to enact new and experi-
?lmn t:ll1 lags. The judielal branch can help by telling corporations where

il stand.

(:lve the plain, everyday business man a chance!

[Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Missourl [Mr. DYERr].

Mr. DYER. Mr. Chairman, I have been immensely inter-
ested as well as greatly benefited by the very able discussion
which has been carried on upon this question on both sides of
this Chamber, and I fear I can add little to what has already
been said upen the important questions and items of which I
would speak. I plead in defense of rising at all to spealk upon
the question the great interest the people of my distriet have
in this bill. I represent, in the twelfth district of Missouri,
one of the most important distriets in this country from the
standpoeint of the tariff and of protection. The distriet that I
represent is the second wenlthiest district in this country. It
has engaged thousands of men in various lines of pursuits, espe-
cially of manufacturing, and it is only to express to this House
and to this country their ideas upon this bill that I rise at all,

It has been said upon this floor that this proposed law is for
the benefit of certain seections of the country and will be to the
harm and detriment of other sections. While I believe that to
be true, I do not charge that the majority have had such in
view in their proposal of this law. The only trouble that there
is with the people of my district is not because they have not
plenty of work to do, but thelr only complaint is that the cost
of living is too high. I voted for the reciprocity bill, believing
that that would, in a large measure, reduce the cost of living;
and I still believe that it will. I agree on that question with
what the distinguished gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Hrnr]
sald in his address, when discussing this matter. He said:

I think I demonstrated beyond dispute, for no reply has yet been made
by angbody to the proposition, that the higher cost of living which
now obtains in this country was due to an cnormously increased demand
for food products and a proportionately decreased productive power on
onr part, and that this great change, duc largely to immigration and a
transition from agriculture to manufacturing, had begun on the At-
Inntic coast and was steadlly moving westward, until now its influence
was effective and controlling In the Central t.

1 Fointed out also that the transference of millions upon milllons of
the food-producing clogses from the natlons of Europe into the manu-
facturing industries of this country had mnde the tendency to a higher
cost of lving world-wide; and I expressed my sincere bellef that the
continnation of high prices for food products was inevitable and that
the only possible eifeet of complete freedom of exchange of all natural
produefs between the United States and Canada wonld be to tempo-
rarlly rvetard the rapld advances and to steady the fluctuations of the
prices of the fast-diminishing export surplus of many of the food prod-
ucts of both coantries, and that a considerable period of time would be
necessary for a permanent readjnstment of the present world-wide
conditions of the cost of living.

I believe, Mr, Chairman, that that is the only solution of the
question of the high cost of living, that the production has not
been equal to the demand, and it is only by opening up the
agricultural markets of Canada, which I do not believe will
hurt materially any section of this country, as has been charged
upon this floor, that we will get relief.

In voting for reciprocity with Canada I did not vote for free
trade with the world. Tree trade and reciprocity are not twins,
as has been charged upon this floor. Some one has stated here
that they were twin sisters—reciprocity and this free-list bill
I do not believe, Mr. Chaipman, that they are any relation at
all, not even fifty-first cousing. Protection and reeiprocity have
heen the handiwork of the party that has developed this coun-
try's wonderful resources and made it a great country.

It is these policies of the Republican Party which has made
and protected Ameriean workingmen in the factories and the
mills. There is more work to-day for the laboring man in this
country than there has ever been before. He is not crying for
work to-day. He wants more to eat and for less money. I am
with him on that, and hope he gets it through this reciprocity
with Canada. One thing is certain, the relief must come
through and by the Republican Party, as the Democratic Party
is not now and never has been equal to the oceasion. Democ-
racy is good at tearing down, but not good at building.

Mr. Chairman, I could not, in the short time allotted to me,
discuss the various items of this bill, but would speak especially
of two industries, which thrive in my district, as examples of
the unfairness of this bill:

Iirst, let me call your attention to the second page of this
hill and the articles it puts on the free-trade basis, if it becomes
n law, beginning with line 3 and ending with line 10, and being
in words as follows:

Bagging for cotton, gunn{ cloth, and all simllar fabrles, materials, or
coverings sultable for covering and baling cotton, composed in whole or
io part of jute, butts, hemp, ﬂx_;.x, seg, Mussian gez, New Zealand tow,

Norweglan tow, nloe, mill waste, cotton tares, or any other materials or
fibers suitable for covering cotton: and burlaps and bags or sacks com-
gose{l wholly or in part of jute or burlaps or other material suitable for
ageing or sacking agricultural products.

In the eity of St. Louis we have hundreds of men and swomen
who are working in the manufacture of various kinds of bag-
ging. Should this bill become a law, this industry in my dis-
triet would be ruined and the mills closed. This business has
been erippled already by the present low tariff on the material
from which bagging, and =o forth, is manufactured. To show
that the conditions in regard to this bagging business exists not
only in my city but in other places, I call your attention to a
statement that has been issued by the Carolina Bagging Co., at
Henderson, N. 0., under date of April 24, and which is as fol-
lows, in part: d

The *““farmers’ free-list bill " just introduced in C:mgress proposes to
admit jute into this country free. This prodoct grows in Indin and
nowhere else. Conditions there require payment by jute manufacturers

of an average of about GO cents per week to their laborers. 'This is
very shocking, but it {s taken from thelr government report for the

year 1910.
The duty on cotton ba g, which Is made of jute, Is about 30 cents
per roll. With this small amount of protectlon manufacturers of bag-
ing and other jute products have had a hard time to live for the last
ew years. Several factorles have failed and gone out of business.
ut there are now seven bagging factories inm North Carolina, three
in South Carolina, three In Virginia, and three in Georgla. Large
amounts of capital are Invested In these. Admitting 1jutt} into t
country free of duty would ruin and close these factories, and throw
all their labor out of employment. Our factory employs 200 operators,
who receive from $4 to $40 per week, on which they and thelr familles
live. The dutg on our annual output of 100,000 rolls is about 80 cents
per roll, or $30,000. Take this from our earnings and we could not fu
on at all, and would close our factory. May God forbid such a result.
We and our help all ery to Congress to forbid it.

Take another view of It, A few years ago there was much talk of
using cotton for cotton bagging., At the present prices of cotton of
course the farmers can not afford that.

But millions of yards of cotton bagging are used senrlx for cement,
grain, flour, beans, and other such purposes. If the doty on jute is re-
moved the great and Immediate inflow of the manufactured product
would supply jute for all these and many other uses mow supplied by
cotton goods. We would thus, in return for the pitiful sum of about
4 cents a bale duty now pald by the farmer on cotton bagging, have to
be taxed In some other way to auﬁ‘piy that loss of revenue to the Gov-
crnment, logse our factorics to thelr owners, our wagea to the laborers,
and sustain a conslderable reduction In the use and priee of cotton, Thus
the prophecy of Bret Harte will be fulfilled: * We are ruined by Chincse
chenp labor.” We pray that such a calamity may be averted.

That, Mr. Chairman, is from North Carolina, where indusiries
have grown up, such as these and others in the manufacturing
line through the Southern States, by reason of this protective
tariff that the Republican Party has enacted.

From the conditions prevailing in this industry In my own
city, and the facts and figures that have come to me from them,
I am satisfied that the statement from the Carolina Bagging
Co. is true, and I will not burden the Recomp with a statement
as to the figures and conditions that prevail in this industry in
my own city, as it is substantinlly the same as that of the
Carolina Bagging Co., and of all the factories engaged in that
business in this country, including the Brooklyn mills that turn
out a great deal of the jute bagging for cotton baling that is
used in this country. Already about 20 per cent of jute bagging
is imported from Calcutta, and if you admit it free they will
import all, and the ruinous results of free trade, as applied to
this industry, will be seen in the extinguishing of the fires of
the mills and the idleness of American laborers engaged in this
work.

I have a telegram here, Mr. Chairman, and a letier from
H. & L. Chase Bag Co., of St. Louis, making substantially the
snme complaint and objecting to the passage of this bill as that
which I have read into the IRlecorp from the Carolina Dagging
Co., of Henderson, N. €., and I ask leave to insert it in the
Recorp. The letter is as follows:

H. & L. CaAsSE Bac Co.,
8t. Louis, Mo., April 2}, 1011,
Hon. L. C. DIER,
ITousc of Represcntatives, Washington, D. C.
Siz: Lem'nlnF that the Underwood bill was llkely to come up for dis-
cussion to-day In your honorable body, and being vitally affected in the
Jnttr! H:dustry, we confirm our telegrom sent you this morning reading
as follows
“ Before voting on change affecting jute goods, schedule J, please
ive opportunity for n committee representing this industry to appear
efore the Ways and Means Committee.”
We trust that through your efforts we may at least have chance to

be heard.
Yours, respectfully, H. & L. Cinase Baa Co.

There is another item in this bill that is vitally important
to the St. Louis district that I represent, and that is the one
which refers to the boot and shoe industry. I ecall your atten-
tion to the second page of said bLill, beginning with line 17 and
ending with Iine 2% of said page, a8 follows:

Grain, buff, split, rougl, and sole leather: band, bend, or belting
Jeather ; boots and shoes made wholly or in chief value of leather mnde

from cattle hides and cattle skins of whatever welght, of cattle of the
bovine gpecles, including calfskins; and harness, saddles, and saddlery,
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in sets or in parts, finished or unfinished, composed wholly or in chief
value of leather; and leather cut into shoe uppers or vamps or other
forms suitable for conversion Into manufactured articles.

I will not go into the details of this industry, as it has ably
and minutely been discussed in this House In the last few days
by several Members of this House, and I ask you to carcfully
read and consider what they said upon this matter before you
vote to take the duty off of this class of goods.

Just for a moment, to give you an idea of the importance of
this industry as it applies only to my district, I will state that
the boot and shoe manufacturers in that distriet, with American
labor, in the year 1910, made 26,300,000 pairs of shoes; that
the cost of the manufacture of these shoes was $10,000,000;
wages paid were $8,100,000; the average net profits were under
5 per cent; a very small portion of these shoes were shipped to
foreign countries, but practieally all were sold in this country.
The average wages paid to shoe cutters in the city of St. Louis
were $16 a week. For the same class of work the shoe cutters
in foreign countries receive about $7 a week. Reduce the tariff,
if you will, on these goods, and the products necessary in the
manufacture thereof, and you will cripple these industries,
probably close some of the factories, and surely reduce the price
of wages paid to the American workmen.

And not only, Mr, Chairman, does this industry affect this
districet in the importance I have called to your attention, but
you all know there are men engaged in the sale of these shoes,
retail and otherwise, throughout the various States of this
country. It mot only affects the shoe companies which are in
my distriet, but it also affects them in their relation with the
States of Missouri and Illinois. Some of these shoe companies
have factories in those States.

It has been said to-day here on the floor of this House by the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonNcworrH], and it has been re-
peatedly charged and stated here, that there never hags been any
claim of a trust or a combination in the shoe industry. Then
why would you tear them down? Why would you even cripple
them? And why would you take away from them this small
pittance of protection that they now have? Do you want to
reduce the prices they are now paying to the workmen engaged
in this industry? Do you think $16 a week for shoe cutters is
too much? Would you have them receive the same as the for-
eign cutters in foreign lands now get, of about $7 a week?
That is not the way to reduce the price of living and the cost of
living.

It has been only a few years back, Mr. Chairman, when It
was cheap to live, if you only had the money to buy. I remem-
ber the time, not many years ago, when I was upon my father's
farm in Missouri, when we could not get anything for the
products that we raised. It was because of the tariff legislation
that had been enacted by the Democratic Party, and because of
the harmful effects on American industries. Idleness was in
the citles, and there was no market for the goods, and you could
then truly say that the cost of living was cheap. DBut they had
nothing with which to buy the products.

In addition, Mr. Chairman, to free shoes, ete,, that this bill
would bring into this country free, there is a long list of mate-
rials that every shoe manufacturer must use, but which this
committee has not included in this bill. This list includes many
kinds of leather and tanning materials used in producing
leather, such as cloth for linings, canvas, threads, blackings,
cement, nails, tacks, wire, and so forth, all of which are free to
the manufacturers of England, however, and of some other
countries. This gives the foreign manufacturers an unfair ad-
vantage.

The reduction of the tariff on shoes to the present 10 per
cent has reached the danger limit, and I sincerely hope that the
intelligence and patriotism of this House will allow its best
judgment to prevail in their refusal to pass this bill, and that
it will forget, if such is possible here, political issues and
political campaigns of the future and fix our minds and our
attention upon that which is for the best Interests of this whole
country.

Mr. y(‘_',I:mil.-n'mn, I believe that the laws that are enacted
should be laws that are best for the majority of the people and
not for any particular portion of them or any particular section
of them.

There is another matter, Mr. Chairman, that I would call the
attention of this House to, and that is a statement prepared by
the New England Shoe and Leather Association at a meeting of
their board of directors held on the 224 of April of this year.
It is as follows:

Th oposal to put leather and boots and shoes on the free list seems
to mgki:er t necessary to consider conditions as now existing in this

industry.
At u're time of the passage of the Payne-Aldrich bill a very thorough
investigation of these conditions, both at home and abroad, was made.

It will be remembered that certain manufacturers of shoecs stated at

that time that If hides and other necessary materials were made free no
protection for shoes would be needed.

This statement aroused n very earnest dlseussion, and Inquliries were
made in the principal "markets of Europe; samples were obtained, ex-
amined, and appraised; labor costs woere ascertained; and the decision
geemed to be thoroughly established that certain grades of Amerlcan
shoes, value of which was given chiefly by thelr style and finish, could
successfully compete with foreign produetions. On other grades, where
the Ameriean ideas in regard to style and fit were not as important, it
was found that the shoes abroad were being sold at somewhat less than
prices current in this country, and that without a moderately protectlve
tariff manufacturers in this country would be subjected to unfair com-
petition, and the wages of labor would necessarily be somewhat reduced,

It was also found that the German tanners had made great progress
In the tanning and finlshing of calfskins and upper leather, and that,
owing to the lower cost of labor, chemieals, and tanning materials gen-
erally, upper leather was being produced in forcign countries at less
than the cost in Ameriea,

The shoe and leather industry has never claimed the [llrotenllnn of
high tarifl rates, and In accordance with its traditional policy it freely
consented to very important reductions in the rates on all c¢lasses of
lenther and shoes at the time of the enactment of the last tariff bill,
The rates established were intentionally made as low as possible without
jt;opardizing the manufacturing Intercsts and the wages of the em-
ployees.

The duties as they now stand are so low as to be on practically a
revenue basis,

Since these rates were established, such changes as have ocenrred in
the situation have been against rather than in favor of the domestic
manufactarer,

Modern machinery and factory methods have been rapldly introduced,
and the forelgn manufacturer of shoes now stands more nearly on the
American level of efliciency than ever before. Under these circum-
stances and in view of the added cost of tanning material in this coun-
try on account of the tariff and the consequent higher cost of leather,
and in view of the fact that the shoe workers in the United States ob-
tain from two to four times the wages paid In European countries, the
proposal to make shoes and leather free must be consldered as without
reasonable canse or excuse,

The shoe and leather industry asks no favors of Congress. They claim
to have developed a much higher condition of comparative efliciency
than has been established by other and kindred industrics, and desire
simply a fair chance to continue thelr development under such condi-
tions as are in every way to the advantage of the American consumer.
The products of thelr tanneries and factorles have established the stand-
ard for equality the world over, and have been distributed to the con-
sumers at prices at least as low as those current anywhere on earth.
The tarif on shoes has never cost the wearer of shoes In the United
States one cent, and free trade in shoes will do nothing toward cheapen-
ing the footwear of the farmer or lessening by one cent his necessary
expenses,

Shoes made elther at home or abroad must an thesproducer a small
margin of profit. The shoes produced in the United States under con-
ditions of the most intense competition do not pay the manufacturer an
averagze profit of more than about 4 per cent. The forelgn manufac-
turer certainly would not work for less. 'I'he lower cost of labor, ma-
chinery, and materials abroad is only partially offset in this countrg’ by
production on a larger scale and more efficient and systematie handlin
of the machinery and materials employed. The cost of the finishe
produet 18 to-day slightly less on most grades in Europe than in
America, and In some styles, where handwork is largely employed, the
margin in favor of Europe is very wide,

For the past 10 years Europe has been constantl¥ studying onr
methods and adopting our machinery. To-day she is fully on an
equality with us In the production of machinery, and is organizing her
Industry to secure for her manufacturers the benefit of the larger pro-
ductlon and more systematic and eflicient methods which we now en-
joy. At the present moment there are in the shoe factories of this coun-
try at least five representatives of the largest shoe manufacturing eom-
panies in Europe, sent here by their employers for the purpose of study
and investigation of American methods.

Under conditions as they exist at the present time there can be mno
doubt that the advantage of European manufacturers will continue to
increase for the present, and the result of the removal of the very
slight protection now afforded would be to divide the market hetween
the domestic and forelgn manufacturers without result in material sav-
ing in cost to the consumer,

T also have here, Mr. Chairman, a telegram and a letter from
the shoe manufacturers of St. Louis, begging that this tariff be
not disturbed. They say that foreign manufacturers have free
material and nonroyalty machinery, and labor about half that
paid in this country. The tariff on shoes is only 10 per cent,
whereas on other wearing apparel it is much more. Why should
shoes bear all the burden in the plan to reduce the cost of liv-
ing? Why not reduce the tariff upon sugar? They earnestly
protest against the removal of duty on shoes under existing
conditions. That is gigned, Mr. Chairman, by the Brown Shoe
Co., the Carruthers-Jones Shoe Co., and 11 other big shoe manu-
facturers of the city of St. Louis, including the Hamilton-Brown
Shoe Co., which company, I want to state here, has the contract
for furnishing shoes to the Army, and it was not the company
that was charged here upon the floor the other day, with head-
quarters in Boston, that has a monopoly upon it. The shoe
companies of St, Louis have been having these contracts for
years and have been supplying most of the shoes that have
been worn by the soldiers, and it is because, Mr. Chairman, the
shoe manufacturers of St. Louis produce the best shoes in the
lm}dﬁsk leave to insert in the Recorp a telegram and letter from

on this subject:
shem: up 3 S1. Louis, Mo., April 26, 1911,
Hon. L. C. D

YER,
IHouse of Representatives, Washington, D. C.
Forelgn manufacturers have free materlal and nonroyalty machinery
and labor at about one-half paid in this countg. Can we compete under
these conditions 1f shoes are free? The tariff on shoes is only 10 pes
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cent, whereas all other wearing apparel averages about 00 per cent.
Why should shoes hear all the burden in the plan to reduce the cost of
living? We earnestly protest agalnst the removal of duty on shoes
under existing conditions.
Brown Shoe Co., Carruthers-Jones Shoe Co., Geo. F. Ditt-
mann Boot & Shoe Co., Hamilton-Brown Shoe Co., John
Meier Shoe Co., Roberts, Johnson, Rand Shoe Co., Bur-
row-Jones Dyer Shoe Co,, Desnoyers Shoe Co., Fried-
man-Shelb; hoe Co., Johansen Bros. Shoe Co., Peters
Shoe Co., Werthelmer-Swarts Shoe Co.

Also the following letter from a shoe manufacturer of St.
Louis:

My Dear Mr. DyEr: Your nlght telegram, asking for data regarding
shoe Industry of St, Louls, recelved. We up&:rcclam very much your
Interest and have sent you night telegram, reading as follows :

“Answering your telegram, the shoe manufacturers of St. Louls made
last year about 26,300,000 pairs of shoes. Producing cost, $40,000,000 ;
wages, $8,100,000; average net profits under 5 per cent. Very small
gorllon shipped foreign countries. Shoe cutters have received average

16 weekly ; same work some foreign countries, $7 weekly. We belleve
{re? shoes would result in a large reduction in wages or closed fac-
ories.”

The figures given woere obtalned from the publishers of the Shoe Trade
T'aper in St. Louls, and we belleve they are approximately correct.

The undersigned has visited representative shoe factories in Europe
within the last year, when he investigated the guestion of forelgn shoes
being shipped to this country, and It is his judgment that free shoes
would be a very serious matter to the shoe workers, as well as the shoe
manufacturers, of this country.

Browx Smor Co.,
J. H. RosLERE, Vice President.

Hon. L. C. DYER,

Ifouse of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

St. Louls is in the State of Missouri, and Missouri is the
greatest State in the Union, ags my Democratic friends of this
House have testified to by selecting for its Speaker our dis-
tinguished son and our first citizen, the Hon. Cmaump CLARK.
[Applause.] While I am mnot a prophet, and never had any
experience in prophecy, I will say this, Mr. Chairman, which
is a Ilittle away from my subject, that if the Democracy of
this country wants the ablest and the best and the great-
est Democrat in the country for the White House they will
nominate and try their best to elect him to that position.
[Applause.]

I have other letters and telegrams here, Mr. Chairman, from
the shoe-manufacturing industries of St. Louis and from the
distriet which I have the honor to represent here in this House.
One of those letters, which I have read in part, has given to
you the names of those men who are engaged in that industry,
and they are interested, and all of the people of St. Louis are
interested, in this subject.

We are not here, Mr. Chairman, pleading for capital espe-
cially, but we are here pleading for the interests of the work-
ingmen. One of the shoe manufacturers of St. Louis stated to
me that last year he visited all the representative shoe factories
in Europe, where he investigated the question of foreign shoes
that are being shipped to this country, and it is his judg-
ment that free shoes would be a very serious matter to the
shoe workers as well as to the shoe manufacturers of this
country.

A letter addressed to me from another large manufacturer in
my district is as follows:

Hon, L. C. Dyer, M. C.,
Wasghington, D. 0.
Dear Sir: You are going to be asked to take off the present 10 per
cent duty on shees, and we trust that you will not do so.

81. Lovis, Mo., April 26, 1911,

Census of manufactures, city of §
(Comparative summary,

Our American workmen can compete with the English, the French,
and the Germans, and, on an equal basis, they can beat them, but the
difference in the cost of living over there and the cost of living here
is so great that if we had to meet European conditions it would mean
disaster to the trade.

The duty, before the last change, we think was 20 per cent, and they
cut it down to 10 per cent, which is as little as it ought to be, when
you consider the fact that wages In this country average about 100 per
cent more than they do over on the other side. This difference in wages
ecan not come out of the manufacturers' profits, becaunse, with one or
two exceptions, there is hardly a shoe house in the country to-day that
is making more than a living.

Conditions are exceedingly discouraging in the shoe-manufacturin
trade and any further burden, such as is proposed by this Inereased
reduction of tarilf, would the ‘ straw to break the camel's back."”
To the shoe Industry of your State this constitutes an exceedingly
important item, and we hope you will glve It your very earnest and
careful consideration.

DesxoYErs Simor Co.,
DBy W. L. DeEsxoYERrS, President.

My, Chairman, I would also, with your permission and with
the permission of -the House, call your attention to the follow-
ing figures on imports and exports to show to you that there
is already being imported info this country millions of dollars’
worth of goods in the bagging and shoe industries:

Imports and exports for 12 months ending December, 1910,
(Complled from the Monthly Sltl)lenmi:a?oo;‘. Commerce and Finance, Decem-

r,

Exports of
domestic
merchan-

dise.

Imports.

Manufactures of—
Bagging, gunny cloth, and similar fabrles suitable for
L T R T e 1 B s
Burlaps or plain woven fabrics of single jute yarn
Hides and skins, other than fur skins, raw or uncured.
Leather and tanned skins and manufactures thereof. ..

1,761

]

As to the number of establishments and number of wage earn-
ers engaged in the boot and shoe industry in my distriet and of
the value of their produets, I will read a statement of the prelim-
inary totals of 1909, compared with 1004, showing also the prog-
ress that this industry has been making in St. Louis, a8 prepared
from the records of the Bureau of United States Census, to wit:

Preliminary totals for 1909, compared with 100},

Number | Average
Census of estab- | number | Value of
" ish- of wage | products.
ments, earners.
B0t AN EN0EE 508 S ar s pukka b tae ] 1009 28 | 11,081 | §27,779,000
1004 18 ) 10,101,000
Boot and shoe uppers, cut stock, and find- i
T e e S e e L b 1,057 6,192, 000
1004 4 o7 561,
Leather, tanned, curried, and finished....| 1909 ] 220 2,035, 000
1004 7 211 1,107,000

I also invite your attention to some figures from the Bureau
of the Census as to number of manufacturing establishments, men
employed therein, and so forth, in city of St. Louls, to wit:

t. Louis, Mo. Preliminary totals.
1809, 1904, and 1909.)

Census. Per cent of increase.
1004 to | 1899 to | 1899 to

1909 1904 1809 1900 | 1904 | 1000
Number of establishments I 16 X
CAPIL 2 oo rveas 1 i 78
Cost of materials v 36 35 84
Salaries and wages. . 21 43 (e
Miscellaneous ex 10 36 49
Value of products.... 2 23 38 9
galm]s added by manufacture (products, less cost of materials). . 8 41 52

mployees:

Jumber of salaried officlals and elerks. .......ccccciocaimissecmsoonnnssananasnncans sesshnsessasnenne 15,349 11,381 8, 867 a6 28 73
Average number of wage earners employed during the year.........cc.ac.. aNasetsmesaredsnddsanel ¥ 5 , 832 5 28 34

1 Decrease.

St. Louis, as the above figures show, has become the great
manufacturing eity it has through the Republican policy of pro-
tection. Free trade will retard its progress and roin many of
its industries.

Mr. Chairman, let me say to this Democratic House and its
leaders that what I have presented here have been facts and

figures in support of the protective duty now upon these articles,
as against the free-trade theories and doctrines that you gen-
tlemen have been advocating for many years, but which I hope
you will never be able to again write into laws in this country.
The country remembers well the last Democratic tariff law.
Some one has aptly said that in its workings the law was a
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“nightmare of calamity for wage earners and business men.”
It has been intimated upon this floor during this debate that the
‘Democratic majority is engaged in the ripping up of the pro-
tective tariff, and the dealing with the subject in such a way as
to promote the chances of the party to carry the country next
year. While I do not charge your party with that in this House,
I trust you will let me call your attention to the year 150s.
Then you were about to take charge of all branches of the Gov-
ernment. You had convinced the people of that day that your
principles of free trade and tariff for revenue only were for
their best interests. Your lease of power was, however, brief,
for the people soon revoked the power which they had given to
you. Your theories and the putting of some of them into law
caused a halting in business enterprises and the loss of confi-
dence, and at the first opportunity the people turned again to the
Republican Party,that party which has protected Ameriean wages
and American industries; and which has made thls country
great in agriculture, great in manufacturing, and great in min-
ing. You gentlemen of the majority in this House may by
your votes here establish free trade upon the various items
mentioned in this bill, so far as you have the power to do so,
but remember that you are attacking a policy which the great
American people liave many times favored, and which has
brought them happiness, prosperity, and contentment. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

AMr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield one
liour to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Cox].

The CHAIBMAN. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Cox]
is recognized for one hour.

AMr. COX of Indiana. Mr. Chalrman, I feel sure that after
the members of this committee remain in this Hall another hour,
if any of them do, they need have no fear that they may not be
able to get insurance on their lives hereafter. [Laughter.]

The subject of taxation is an interesting one from many
viewpoints. There are two well-defined schools in this country
in regard to the use of the taxing power of the Government,
one believing that a tax should be laid upon imports for the sole
purpose of raising revenue to support the Government, and
that it should be laid as lightly as possible upon the prime
necessities of life, to the end that the burdens of labor may be
lightened, the other believing that taxes should be levied for
the purpose of protecting American industries without regard
to raising revenue or the articles upon which it should be levied.
Certain classes of people may differ as to what constitutes
prime necessities of life, but the people at large no longer differ
as to what constitutes these things. They have learned by the
school of experience that those things are necessaries that en-
able them to live and pursue their daily toil. Among them
may be mentioned food, raiment, and shelter.

While it is impossible in this day of “ greed and graft' to
equitably adjust these differences, but as far as possible T
deem it our duty to attempt it. I recognize that almost all
legislation here must of necessity be a compromise, either in
the committee framing It or in Congress passing it, 'This must
be so in the very nature of things, swhere nearly 400 men, rep-
resenting all walks and stations in life—from the farm, fae-
tory, banlk, and courthouse—come men not only from continental
Tinited States but our Territories and foreign possessions, in
both the Atlantic and Paecific Oceans, all having an equal voice
in shaping legislation. In 190S the Republican Party swept
the country by an unprecedented majority in both the electoral
college and popular vote. It gained its victory by a solemn
promise to revise the tariff and to revise it downward.

In March, 1909, it undertook the redemption of its promise,
and on August 5 of that year concluded its labor by bringing
forth a mensure worse than the *“tariff of abominations”
passed by the forefathers of the Republlean Party in 1828
and as the people in righteous indignation rose up then and
rebuked the party for imposing burdens upon them greater than
they could bear, the people last fall rose in the power of their
might and with thelr ballots smote the glant interests of the
country “hip and thigh,” with the result that to-day there are
hardly enough Members on the Republican side of the Chamber
to be pallbearers to the funeral of the ' lame-duck™ brigade
who quit making taviff laws on the 4th of last March.

I recognize that no party can accept power without accept-
ing responsibility, aud the Democratic Party now gladly ac-
cepts the responsibility, so far as this branch of Congress is
concerned, After legislation leaves here the responsibility is
yours, not ours. We propose to give the people some relief,
and if you Dblock it, either at the other end of this Capitol or
at the western end of the Avenue, the responsibility is yours.
The Canadlan trade agreement. initinted by a Republican Presi-
dent and negotiated by a Republican Secretary of State, passed

this House the other day with 280 votes for and G7 votes
against it. Most of the votes agninst it were cast Dy the old
Napoleonic ‘““stand-pat guard,” men who see no good in any-
thing that tends to reduce the cost of living or that lighiens
thie burden of labor, men who would apply the rule of exclusion,
excluding from our markets any foreign manufactured goods
which by any process could be manufactured in this country,
regardless of the effect it may have on the willions of con-
sumers of manufactured goods, were it not for the revenue in-
volved, and men who no doubt have aided in enacting {aviff
Inws in the past the rates of duty of which have been so high
as to become prohibitory in their effect.

The opponents of that measure directed the bulk of their
argument against placing wheat on the free list; holsting the
sigmal of despair, predicting dire ruin to all our farmers sliould
the agreement be enacted into law, the moment they come in
competition with the wheat fields of Canada. If it brings
ruination to our farmers, then it is radically wrong. If it does
not affect them, then out of your own mouths you will stand
condemmed. Tet us sece. There lins been n rate of duty of
gome kind almost for half a century on whent, the rate vary-
ing from 25 to 50 cents per bushel, Has this rate of duty had
anything to do with keeping up the price of wheat in this
country? If so, why bhas its price fluctuated up and down?
Within the memory of all here the price of wheat has ranged
from 75 cents to $1.50 per bushel. Does anyone belleve for a
moment that a rate of duty on wheat can keep the price of it up
in this country while we continue to raise more than 100,000,000
husiiels per year than we consume, and which must find a mar-
ket abroad?

What has kept up the price of wheat? Ias it been the rate
of duty of 25 cents per bushel upen it, or has it been the demand
made upon us for our whent surplus? If it has been the de-
mand, I eare not whether it be a home or a foreign demand, the
principle is the same. If the price of wheat is kept up by the
demand for it, then the argument against the trade agreement
proposing to take the duty off of wheat falls to the ground of
is own welght and needs no answer. To the man who answers
that thie price of wheat has been kept up by a rate of duly, I
then ask him the question, Why has this price fluctuated?
Why has the price not heen stable in this country, one amd the
same price every day in the year since the duty was placed
upon it. [Applause on the Democratic side.] There has been
no variation in the rate of duty; it has been one nnd the same
rate since its adoption. In tlie last analysis, the opponcuts of
the Canadian ftrade agreement are driven to fhe admission
that the price of wheat has been kept up in this country, not
by reason of a rate of duty upon it, but by a demand for the
commodity. In other words, its price has been kept up by the
inevitable law of supply and demand.

Suppose all these years that we have had a duty on wheat
we would have had an embargo duty against its exportation;
if our farmers had gone on raising a hundred million surplus
each year more than we consumed, does anyone helieye a tariff
on wheat at the rate of $25 per bushel under these conditions
could or would have kept up its price in this couniry?
[Applause on the Demoeratic side.] Every saune man an-
swers this question “No.* Then every honest man whose
desive is to enlighten the people should admit that a tar-
ilf on wheat in this country adds nothing to the selling price
as long as we continue to be heavy exporfers of it. While we
have been ralsing and exporting wheat for decades in the past
where has the surplus of both nations gone during these years?
Canada’s surplus has not come to this country nor has ours gone
to Canada, but the surplus of both countries has gone to the
empty granaries of the world, It has gone to the couniries
paying the most for it. If this agreement becomes a law, will
our farmers quit raising wheat? Canada can not find a market
for her surplus wheat in this country unless our farmers, con-
trary to all their past splendid history, yicld up the battle and
retire from {he fleld in dishonor, something I am sure they will
not do. If placed onan equal footing with the Canadian farmer
in getting cheaper farming implements, I entertain no doubt but
what the American farmer can and will compete with his Cana-
dian brother in raising and selling wheat in any of the world's
markets.

AMr. DAVIS of Minnegota. Will the genfleman yield?

Mr, COX of Indiana. I will yield for n question.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. The genilemian :sserts that the
surplus fixes the price of whent.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Ob, the gentleman does not get the
force of my statement. I said the demand fixed the price of
whent.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Well, will the gentleman answer
this question: If Canada raiscs the same quality of wheat that -
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we do—that the Northwestern States raise, No. 1 hard wheat—
and the surplus goes into the empty granaries of the world
and the demand fixed the price, why is it that for the last 10
or 20 years there has been a difference in the price in the
United States and across the border for the same grade of
wheat: why has it been higher in this country than in Canada?

Mr. COX of Indiana. The gentleman’s question answers
itself. If he means by this question that the price of wheat
during this peried of time has been higher in this country
than in Canada, then he need have no fear whatever about
Canadian wheat being shipped into this country and driving its
price down. On the other hand, if he means that the price
during this period of time has been higher in Canada than in
the United States, this condition may be due to local conditions;
it may be due to transportation. ILocal demands may enter
into the question. I have sgeen in my own county, on the same
line of railroad, in towns not more than 15 miles apart, the
price of wheat vary on the same day from 2 to § cents per
bushel. This is due entirely to local conditions.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. DBut the Canadian methods of ex-
ports are better than those from Minneapolis, with cheaper
freight rates.

Mr. COX of Indiana. That may be due entirely to local
conditions. Does the gentleman believe that the farmers of
Minnesota will stop raising wheat if the Canadian trade agree-
ment will become a law?

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota.
at the Canadian price.

Mr. COX of Indiana.
of the country and the destruction of the price of whept is
nothing but the wail of the old standpatter, who sees the
mountain of protection giving way under ceaseless and con-
stant hammering on the part of the people. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. T assure the gentleman that does
not apply to me, because I am not a standpatter.

Mr. COX of Indiana. You see plainly the handwriting on
the wall; you see the strong citadel of protection yielding and
giving way. I am glad to see you repent of your sins once in
awhile, * While the lamp holds out to burn the vilest sinner
mway return.,” The latest convert we have on the proposition
of a downward revision of the fariff is none other than Presi-
dent Taft himself. [Applause on the Democratic side.] At
last he has come over to our way of thinking, and if he and
some more of his brethren on that side of the Chamber will
come over with a contrite heart we will welcome them to our
fold.

Mr. Chairman, what T have said about wheat applies with
equal force to eattle and sheep, hogs and horses. For more
than a quarter of a century we have had a duty from $2 to
$10 per head on eattle, and on hogs and sheep $1.50 per head,
and during this same period of time we have observed the price
of these fluctuate up and down. The price of hogs prior to
the panic of 1907 ranged from 7 to 8 cents per pound; imme-
diately following the panic the price of hogs dropped to 4
cents per pound, and last year (1910) we saw the price soar to
10 cents per pound, with the same rate of tariff on hogs during
this same period of time. If the rate of duty upon hogs had
anything to do with bringing the price of hogs up to 10 cents
per pound, the same rate of duty certainly brought it down to
4 cents per pound. It is a poor rule that will not work both
ways. The price of wheat commodities, like the price of
wheat, is governed by the immutable law of supply and de-
mand. When the demand is strong and the supply limited, the
price goes up; when the demand is limited and the supply is
strong, the price goes down, tariff or no tariff, duty or no duty.
It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that cotton grown in this coun-
try without any tariff upon it is a complete answer to those
who oppose the Canadian trade agreement for fear it would
drive the price of wheat down in this country. The reports of
the Secretary of Agriculture say we raised last year 691,767,000
bushiels of wheat valued at $625,000,000, and every bushel of
this wheat was protecied by a rate of duty of 25 cents per
bushel ; and he reports during this same year we raised in this
country $900,000,000 worth of cotton, and not a pound of
cotton was protected by any rate of duty or any tariff whatever,
and for the preceding five years we raised upon an average of
$685,000,000 worth of cotton, a total in value in these six years
of $4,325,000,000, representing more than four and one-half
times the total eapitalization of all the national banks in the
country, and nearly one-third of the value of the 250,060 miles
of steam railroads in the country, with cotton all these years
upon the free list.

The planter of the South in these short years, though unpro-
tected by way of duty upon his cotton, was meeting and com-

Noj; but they will have to sell it

Oh, yes; your howl about the farmers

peting with milllons of Hindus of India engaged in raising
cotton on land where the fertility of the soil is unsurpassed in
the world and where pauper labor subsists on a very small rate
of wages. Nor is this all; he was competing with Chinese
coolie labor, millions strong, where our friends on that side of
the Chamber are wont to tell us that labor subsists on rats
and mice. Nor is this all; he was competing with the fellahs
of Egypt tilling the valley of the Nile, famed for its cotton
and biblical lore, where pauper labor in all of its ghost-like
specter stalks abroad in the land. This commodity, unpro-
tected as it is, has brought into the country in the past six
years more than $2,000,000,000 worth of foreign gold, and
every pound of it, the moment it found a foreign market, had
to and did meet in open competition cotton raised by the truly
pauper labor of the world. You may ask me how he was able
to do it. The question is easlly answered. The price of cot-
ton, like the price of wheat and corn, barley and oats, is
governed by the ever-unchanging law of supply and demand,
The price of cotton during the same years, though having no
rate of duty upon it, like the price of wheat, corn, oats, barley,
and other commodities having a rate of duty upon them, has
continued to fluctuate in price exactly as the price of these
other commodities has fluctuated. Last year the combined
value of the farmers’ produects reached the appalling and
startling figures of $8026,000,000, a sum representing one-
fifteenth of the total wealth of the United States; and this
vast sum of money was made upon the great staple commodities
upon which a rate of duty existed, except cottan.

The farmer has been prosperous no more than he deserves.
His prosperity has come to him by dint of his own energy,
economy, and thrift, aided by God Almighty's rain and sun-
shine, together with a heavy demand for his commodities. He
has aeccomplished this in spite of conditions surrounding him,
being compelled to pay exorbitant prices for the things he
bought from the manufacturers,

Did you ever hear of a multimillionaire farmer in your life?
I never heard of but one; he was from Missourl and died last
year. [Applause.] For over 40 years the farmer has been the
toadstool beneath the harrow of protection, and from his back
and the backs of the toiling millions of laboring men and wonmen
in this counfry the high priests of protection have harrowed
their millions, until to-lay our country from ocean to ocean
ig filled by multimillionaires, able to pay $50,000 for a Gutten-
berg Bible, not for the purpose of learning the commandment,
“Thou shalt not steal,” but for the purpose of having an ancient
relic in his library. [Applaunse on the Democratic side.]

Another ean pay $250,000 for the world-famed Hope din-
mond, others can buy flying machines to sail in the alr, and
others ynelits to ride upon the sea. I can not believe that this
professed friendship for the farmer is sincere by men who
opposed the Canadian trade agreement, or who oppose the free-
list bill now under consideration. The wail of these men re-
minds me of the old, old song I used to hear, * Hark, from the
tomb the doleful sound, mine ears attend the cry.” It is the
wail of the old standpatter, who plainly sees the handwriting
on the wall against protection, needing no Daniel to interpret it,
with countless thousands of people in this country daily erying,
‘“Down with protection and up with the equality of right.”
[Applause on the Democratic side.] You see the ramparts of
protection being stormed by a determined host of men and
women, who do not propose to eapitulate for terms, but who
propose to pursue the fight until equality of taxation is restored
in this country.

You see its outposts giving way, its picket lines driven in
under the splendid leadership of the Hon. Oscar W. UNDER-
woop, chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, which
reports this bill, and who, like a patriot, stands undaunted and
unmoved by the threats of the great Steel Trust, that was
strong and powerful enough to bring a man once President of
the United States, and who later braved the lion in its lair
amidst the jungles of Africa, to his knees and compelled him
to allow it to buy out its only competitor, the Tennessee Coal
& Iron Co., when everybody knew this to be a violation of law.
This man has been threatened by this same monster. It should
be the duty not only of Congress but of the people to uphold
his hand and support him without regard to party afiilintion
in a revision of the tariff outlined by him. I must confess, Mr.
Chairman, that six months ago I was very much in doubt about
the wisdom of revising the tariff, a schedule at a time, but I am
thoroughly convinced that this is the only safe and sane way
to revise it. It is the only way a revision ean be brought
about in the interest of the people, and I believe that the real
downright consternation on the other side of the aisle is due
to the cry of the special interests that must soon capitulate
and let the people come into their own. [Applause on the
Democratie side.]
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This leads me to a discussion of House bill 4413, known as the
free-list bill. I voted for the Canadian reciproeity, because I
believed it was right in prineiple. I intend to vote for this bill
beeause I believe this is right. I am not going to vote for this
bill upon the principle that it is a compensatory mensure de-
signed to compensate the farmers for any loss that they may
sustain by means of the Canadian trade agreement hbeing
enacted into Ilaw, because I do not think they have or will
gustain any loss. Therefore I am going to vote for it because
I believe it is right in principle. The Republican Party put
forward its heaviest gun, Mr., MaxxN, of Illinois, to assail the
free-list bill. For two hours he discussed thie question, not
with a view of meeting the facts in the case, but with the
hope that he might laugh the case out of court. Let us see
what we propose to {do In this bill. We propose to put “ plows,
tooth and disk harrows, headers, harvesters, reapers, agricul-
tural drills and planters, mowers, horserakes, cultivators,
threshing machines and cotton gins, farm wagons, and farm
carts on the free list.”

Is there any controversy about the language in the bill down
to this point? The language contained in it so far is so plain
“that a fool, though a wayfaring man, need not err as to its
meaning.” The remaining part of the bill, reading as follows,
“And all other agricultural implements of every kind and de-
scription, whether specifically mentioned herein or not, whether
in whole or in part, including repair parts,” scems to disturb
the equilibrinm of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MAxx] as
well as the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoxoworTtH], because they
say it is hard to tell what is meant by the language contained
in this part of the bill. Mr. Maxx, while assaulting this part
of the bill frequently turned to gentlemen on this side of the
Chamber and to gentlemen on his own side and on several
occasions facetiously asked the question, *“ What are agricultural
implements?' “ What constitutes agricultural implements?’
And for 30 minutes he read into the record from a eatalogue
published by Peter Henderson & Co. containing different items,
and asked the question, as to whether or not these things—
saws, proning knives, axes, and so forth—were agricultural im-
plements. Does the real fear of the gentlemen on that side of
the Chamber consist in the fact that they are in doubt as to the
troe meaning of the bill, or does their fear consist in the fact
that possibly under this part of the bill things may be admitied
free of duty that gentlemen on that side of the Chamber do not
want admitted free of duty? If the langunage of the bill under
consideration or any part of it is doubtful of construection, I will
remind the gentlemen that when the Payne-Aldrich tariflf bill
became a law you established a customs court to try and de-
termine questions relating to imports, and before the special
gesgion of Congress adjourned you put through an appropria-
tion of $100,000 for the purpose of equipping this court, pro-
viding it with five judges, a marshal, a clerk, and all para-
plhiernalia necessary to a complete equipment of the court.

If there be any doubt in the language in any part of the
bill under consideration, let the customs court decide exaetly
what is meant by the language contalned in the bill. While
the gentleman from Illinois may be in doubt as to what are
agricultural Implements, I desire to say to him that a few
years ago a class of men were wise enough to determine what
are agricultural implements, and as a result of their combined
wisdom they lhmmediately began to form great trusts in the
agricultural-implement trade. One of the first of these trusts
wias the Allis-Chalmers Co., known as the Machinery Trust,
an alliannee of the Steel Corporation, incorporated in May,
1901. Capitalized for $36,250,000, the market valoe of this
stock 1s $10,600,000; the wafered stock, $25,650,000. It has a
monopoly in this line of trade. The farmers of the country
are annually assessed not less than 7 per cent in order to pay a
dividend upon this watered stock, which represents no value
and having no properiy whatever behind it.

The next trust formed by these wise men was the Ameriean
Fork & Hoe Co., known as the Farming Tool Trust, organ-
ized in 1902, and controls 80 per cent of this line of trade
throughout the country, having all the elements of a monopoly
in it. If was capitalized for $4,336,000, and the market value of
the stock $2,000,000, having in it $2,836,000 of watered stock,
on which the farmers of the country are again assessed to pay
dividends at the rate of 7 per cent. The next, International
Harvester Co., known as the Harvester Trust, under Morgan's
influence, This great trust was organized in 1902. The next
was the Ameriean Sceding Machine Co., known as the Seeding
Machine Trust. Capital stock issued, $15,000,000; market value
of this stock, $3,500,000; watered stock, $11,500,000.

As tompared with this monster all the other trusts relating
to farming implements of any kind sink into obscurity. It will
be remembered that this huge concern, allied with the steel cor-

poration, was conceived and brought forth by that astute and
able financier, Mr, Morgan, of New York., It is capitalizel for
$120,000,000. The market value of this stock is only $20,000 000,
representing $100,000,000 of watered stock. [Applause on the
Democratie side.]

This concern controls 70 per ceiit of the output of farming im-
plements in the ecountry, elements of monopoly larce. [Anplzuse
on the Democratic side.] What is the result of these “our
trusts engaged in a eomplete monopoly in the manufacture. sale,
and distribution of agrienltural implements of all kinds? iz
total capitalization Is$175,6586,000, and in that eapitalization there
is $135,486,000 of watered stock of no value whatever, leavive the
true value of the stock of these four concerns only $40,000.000;
yet gentlemen on the Republican side of the Chamber quiihble
about the language contained in the bill. Their fear does not
consist of the bare fact that the language econtained in thesDill
is not explieit, but it consists in the fact that they are afrald
that it might be broad enough to admit free of duty some of the
things covered by some or all of these trusts. At the tinie of
the formation of the American Harvester Trust it issued a state-
ment as follows:

The company 15 c:l{]litn!lzrzi! on an excoptionally conservative basis; of
its assets §80,000,000 gre In cash working capltal. Tho company will
require no flanncing, and there will be no offer of ity stock to the pub-
lic, all the ecash required having been provided by Its stockholders. The
company has five fully equipped manufacturing plants in the TU:ited
States—the lar{'xest and most complete of thelr kind in the world—and
one plant now in process of construction in Canada. ‘Through its ware-
houses in various parts of the country it will he able to make the most
economical distribution of its manufactured product. 1t also owns tim-
berland, coal, ore, blast Turnace and stecl property, bty moeans of which
it Dtnl::;ltl to be able to accomplish Important economy in the cost of raw
materinl.

Tike Alexander of old, this one trust has conquered 45,000,000
people in this country. It has gone to the Dominion of Canada.
It has erossed the Atlantie Ocean, and is to-day bearding the
Russian bear in his den. And in less than 10 years it will be
compelling the peasants of southern Russin and Siberia to pay
a tribute to it, exactly as it {s levying its tribute upon 90,600,000
of people in this country to-day. [Applause on the Democratic
side,] By reason of its combination, it may be able to eco-
nomiecally build these machines and to economiecally distribute
them, but has that economy inured to the benefit of the Ameri-
can farmer? DBefore this trust was organized, in 1002, the
farmers of the country bought their binders at prices not to
exceed $110, or $115 at mwost, but since the organization of this
trust every farmer to-day is charged a uniform price for his
binder of not less than §125.

But this is not all. Reading from the speech of my friend
Mr. Mann, a letter written to him by the International Ilar-
vester Co,, in which they object to taking the duty off of farm-
ing implements in the way in which we propose to do it, by a
general bill, instead of by reclprocity, this great trust sub-
stantinlly says in its letter, from which I have quoted, * Let the
Government of the United States trade with some other Gov-
ernment some other commodity not manufactured by us, and
take the duty off of the other commodity, thereby letting the
other Governments take our commodity with our rate of duly in
force in this country upon agricultural implements,” The state-
ment lias been repeatedly made here in the last few days by
gentlemen on the other side of this Chamber that we have free
trade with other nations in farming implements,

I want to read a part of a letter, dated April 25, 1911, from
Mr. Curtis, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, to me. In
speaking about reciprocal trade between this country and other
nations in agricultural instruments, he says:

1 have the honor to advise you that the principal countries which
admit free all or part of the implements there mentloned are the
United Kingdom, Argentine Iepublic, and Russia.

In their letter to Mr. Manx they complain of the high rate of
dufy Russia has against the Ameriean agricultural implements,
yet the Secretary of the Treasury Informs me that as between
the United States and Russia we have free trade in farming
implements. What is the purpose of the Harvester Trust In
going to Russia and there building its plant? Can it be that
they want to employ cheap labor?

Another paragraph of the bill under consideration proposes to
put “grain, buff, splif, rough and sole leather, hand, bemd. or
belting leather, hboots and shoes made wholly or in chief value
of leather, made from cattle hides aud cattle skins of whafever
welghits of cattle, of the bovine specie, including calfskins, and
harness, saddles, and saddlery, in sets or in parts, finished or
unfinished, composed wholly or in chief value of leather; and
Jeather cut into shoe uppers, or vamps, or other forms snitahle
for conversion into manufactured articles,” upon the free list.
The gentleman on the other slde assaulted this paragraph of the
bill upon the ground that it would be unfair to the tanne:s of
the country to put leather upon the free list because a rate of
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duty was upon tanner’s extraets, and that to put these goods
upon the free list would strike down the leather industry, to-
gethier with the boot and shoe industry of the country. Grant
that tanning extracts used by the tanners are upon the dutiable
list, what have the tanners been compelling us to do since 19027

Who constitutes the tanners? It is composed and made up of
the Teather Trusts. The statement was made on the floor this
morning that there is no such thing as a Boot and Shoe Trust
in this country. I know nothing about this; but I do know
that there is such a thing in this country as a Leather Trust,
and that this trust has been in full force and operation for the
past S or 10 years, and that it has levied a tribute upon everyone
who buys and uses leather in any of its forms to pay a dividend
upon its watered stock. The American Hide & Leather Co.,
known as the Upper Leather Trust, incorporated May 3,
18940, controls 55 per cent of the leather products of the country.
Capital stock issued, par value, $32,716,000; market value of this
stocl, $7,500,000; watered stock, $25,216,000. This is not all.

The United States ILeather Co., known as the Leather
Trust, total eapital issued, par value $130,444,600; the mar-
ket value of thissstock, $60,000,000; watered stock, $70,444,600,
It controls from 60 o 75 per cent of the leather business of
the country. The watered stock in these two trusts alone
amounts to £95,600,600, upon which every man who buys a
pair of shoes for his wife and children must pay tribute fo
the cnd that dividends may be paid upon this watered stock.
I answer the gentlemen on that side of the Chamber who ery
“an unfair deal” because of the fact that tanning extracts
used by tanners are upon the dutiable list, that more than
090,000,000 of people are annually assessed an enormous rate
of duty to enable these trusts to pay a dividend upon stock
issued by them having no value whatever. This same benevolent
Leather Trust came fo Congress two years ago, pledged the
people far and wide that if Congress would put hides upon the
free list that the people would be able to buy the finished
leather commodity cheaper. They wrote every Member of
Congress asking that hides be put on the free list; they pro-
cured the merchants throughout our distriets to write letters
asking us to vote for free hides, and telling us that if we
would do so the people would get cheaper boots, shoes, leather,
and so forth. Iides went upon the free list. The Govern-
menf lost annually something like $2,000,000 which had gone
into the Treasury of the United States annually by reason of
a duty of 15 per cent on hides. But did the people get cheaper
boots, shoes, and leather goods after hides had been placed
on the free list? Not so. The Leather Trust had decreed
otherwise. Instend of the people getting cheaper finished
leatler goods, the Leather Trust by means of controlling the
hide market immediately increased the price of the finished
commodity to the consumer. My judgment is before the price
of finished leather goods comes down to the consumer these
things must be put upon the free list.

Instead of defending the Leather Trust in this country, as
gentlemen on that side have attempted to do, I want to defend
the 90,000,000 of people in this country who consume in some
way the finished commodity of the hide. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

The CHATRMAN. Will the gentleman from Indiana yield to
the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. COX of Indiana. I yield to the gentleman for a ques-
tion.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman eclaim that this
bill puts women’s and children’s shoes upon the free list?

Mr. COX of Indiana. No; I did not say that. But I will say
to the gentleman very frankly that if I had the writing of this
bill T would put the leather schedule on the free list. But I
recognize that we can not accomplish all in one measure. We
can not rectify a wrong that has been 40 years in building
by one bill. We can only accomplish it piecemeal at a time,
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

We propose to‘put “barbed fence wire, wire rods, wire
strands, or wire rope, wire woven or manufactured for wire
fencing, and other kinds of wire suitable for fenecing, including
wire staples,” upon the free list. My friend, Mr. MANN, is very
much afraid of the language contained in this part of the bill;
afrald the language is broad enough to admit free of duty cer-
tain kinds of wire not plainly contained in this paragraph.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. A clothesline, for example.

Alr. COX of Indiana. Yes; a clothesline. But my only fear,
Mr. Chairman, 18 that it will not be broad enough to admit
things into this country under the wire schedule that onught to
come in free of duty. This part of the bill under consideration
strilkes a blow at the great Steel Trust. This trust was organ-
ized and capitalized for $1,100,000,000, $550,000,000 preferred

stock and $530,000,000 common stock, representing water. The
market value of this stock in December, 1903, was $760,000,000 ;
watered stock, $340,000,000. The farmers of the country are
annually assessed not less than 7 per cent upon this watered
stoclk, for the sole purpose of enabling the Steel Trust to pay a
dividend upon stock having no value whatever and represented
by no tangible property. The bill under consideration proposes
to put * buckwheat flour, corn menal, wheat flour, and semiolins,
rye flour, bran, middlings and other offals of grain, oatmeal,
and rolled onts, and all prepared cereal foods, and bisenit, bread,
wafers, and similar articles not sweetened *” upon the free list,

This paragraph of the bill seems to worry my Republican
friends, especially the gentleman from Illinols [Mr. Maxx]. He
ealled particular attention to the language, *“all prepared cereal
foods,” and repeatedly asked the question as to what was meant
by cereal foods, and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoxeworTi]
geemed to be very much perturbed over the same language as te
what was meant by it.

I may not know myself, Mr. Chairman, exactly what is meant
by the language “ cereal food.” DBut there wns a class of men
in this country a few yecars ago who knew exactly what was
covered by the langunage cereal food, and they were quick to
discover that the people of the country were getting these
necessities of life too cheap, and in order to increase their
profits, they began the creation of a food trust, until to-day
we have in operation four large food trusts, all engaged in
increasing the price of these necessities of life to the people.

One of these, known as the “ Hominy Trust,” capital stock
issued $4,500,000, market value of this stock $2,000,000, watered *
stock issued $2,500,000. The Western Cereal Co., known as
the “Oatmeal Trust,” total capital stock issued $4,344,000,
market value of stock issued $2,355,000, watered stock issued
$2,000,000. The Quaker Oats Co., known as the “ Cereal Trust,”
capital stock issued $12,446,050, market value of stock issued
$8,330,000, watered stock issued $4,006,050. National Biscuit
Co., known as the *Cracker Trust,” eapital stock issued $56,-
524,000, market value $37,500,000, watered stock $19,024,000.
The bill further proposes to put * beef, veal, mutton, lamb, pork,
and meats of all kinds, fresh, salted, pickled, dried, smoked,
dressed or undressed, prepared or preserved in any manner;
bacon, hams, shoulders, lard. lard compound, and lard substi-
tutes; and sausage, and sausage meats™ upon the free list
This part of the bill likewlise creates consternation in the eamp
of the gentleman across the aisle for fear that it may have some
effect upon the great Meat Trust of the country.

Mr, Chairman,# have no data later than 1904 as to the total
capitalization of the Meat Trust in this country. But I submit
the following data:

Meat Trust,
NATIONAL PACKING CO.

Authorized capital stock $15, 000, 000
ARMOUR & CO,
Capital gtock authorized 20, 000, 000
SWIFT & CO.
Authorized capital stoek 33, 000, 000
NORTH PACKING & PROVISION CO,
Authorized capltal stock issued 2, 400, 000
JOIIN T, -SQUIRES & CO.
(Capital stock authorized.)
Comulative preferred 81, 500, 000
Common stock G, 000, 000
Total stock issued 7, 600, 000
SCIIWARZSCUMILD & SULZBERGER CO. .
(Caplital stock authorized.)
Capltal stock issued G, GO0, 000
ST. LOUIS DRESSED DEEF & T'ROVISION CO.
Capital stock 1, 125, 000
LIDBY, M’NEIL & LIBDY.
Capital stock issucd 2, 000, 000

Total capitalization of all the Meat Trust________ 88, 025, 000

I have no doubt but what the total eapitalization of the Meat
Trusts is two or three times larger than the nbove figures, and
all the people of the country are to-day being taxed for the
benefit of these trusts to the end that they may be able to pay a
dividend upon watered stock. These figures show a startling
condition of affairs in this country. The overcapitalization of
these great trusts, the watered stock issued by them, upon which
the people are annually assessed an enormous amount of money
for the sole purpose of paying dividends upon stock having no
tangible value whatever is, indeed, a subject to which the people
may well turn their attention. I think this is one of the prime
causes of the increased cost of living. The data I have given
shows that in these trusts alone the market value of the stock is
$087,125,000, while the watered stock represents $73S,677.630.
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The people are assessed 7 per cent upon this watered stock,
representing no value whatever, and it means taking from them
each year more than $530,000,000 of their money to pay divi-
dends upon no tangible property whatever, and the trusts and
capitalization of the same here given by me represents a very
small per cent of the total eapitalization of all the trusts in
the country. It is this, and this alone, that is making the bur-
dens of the people greater than they can bear; and if by putting
these things on the free list it will even tend toward restoring
competition in the trade in which these trusts are engaged, it
will have served its purpose and served it well. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

Mr, UNDERWOOD.,
mittee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee determined to rise; and the
Speaker having resumed the chair, Mr. ALEXANDER, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,
reported that that committee had had under consideration the
bill (H. IRR. 4413) placing agricultural implements and other
articles on the free list, and had come to no resolution thereon.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentle-
man, the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, when
he proposes to close the general debate.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will state that T have a number of
requests yet for time, and it looks like the debate would run
several days longer, I have no desire to cut off general debate,
and I am unable to answer the gentleman exactly.

Mr. AUSTIN. There are quite a nmumber of gentlemen ab-
sent who would like to be present, of course, when the vote is
taken. Does the gentleman think he will finish this week?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I hope so. I hope to get through by
Thursday, but I want every man who wants to make a speech
to have the opportunity to do go.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

By unanimous consent, reference of the hill H. 1. 2930 was
changed from the Committee on Invalid Pensions to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS.

Mr. LA ForrerTe, by unanimous consent, was given leave to
withdraw from the files of the House, without leaving copies,
papers with the bill (H. R. 25823) providing payment of the
volunteers in the Cayuse Indian War, Sixty-first Congress, sec-
ond session, no adverse report having been made thereon.

Mr. Loup, by unanimous consent, was given feave to withdraw
from the files of the House, without leaving copies, papers in
the case of George H. Keating, Fifty-ninth Congress, no adverse
report having been made thereon.

Mr. Grece of Pennsylvania, by unanimous consent, was given
leave to withdraw from the files of the House, without leaving
copies, papers in the case of Daniel Hilliard, Sixty-first Con-
gress, no adverse reporting having been made thereon.

DAILY HOUR OF MEETING.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that until this bill . R. 4413, the tariff bill, is disposed of, the
daily hour of meeting of the House shall be at 11 a. m.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that until the tariff bill, H, R. 4413, is disposed
of the daily hour of meeting of the House shall be at 11 a. m.
Is there objection? -

Mr. MANN. That is with the understanding that, ordinarily,
the House will adjourn about 5 o'clock?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes; my idea is that instead of running
until 6 at night, it is better to convene at 11 in the morning
and adjourn about 5.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMERNT.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 15
minutes p. m.) the House, under its previous order, adjourned
until 11 o’clock a. m. to-morrow, Tuesday, May 2, 1911,

Mr. Chairman, I move that the com-

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

TUnder clause 2 of Rule XIIT,

Mr, TOWNSEND, from the Committee on the Library, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6733) to ac-
cept and fund the bequest of Gertrude M. Hubbard, reported
the same withont amendment, accompanied by a report (No.
15), which said bill and report were referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union,

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HULL: A bill (H. RR. 8137) authorizing the taking of
depositions in any distriet or circuit court of the United States
in certain cases; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BATHRICK: A bill (H. It. 8138) to establish Ash-
tabula, Ohio, a subport of entry in the customs collection dis-
triet of Cuyahoga, Ohio, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways-and Means.

By Mr. FRANCIS: A bill (H. It. 8180) providing for pur-
chase of a site and erection thereon of a public building at
Martins Ferry, in the State of Ohio; to the Committee on I’ub-
lic Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. WOODS of Iown: A bill (H. R. 8140) to amend the
act of February G, 1907, of the pension laws so as to include
artisans and members of the construction corps of the United
States Army; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PEPPER: A bill (H. R. 8141) to further increase the
elliciency of the Organized Militia of the United States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, o bill (H. . 8142) to further increase the efliciency -
of the Organized Militia of the United States; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R, 8143) granting pensions to members of
the military organization of 1862 known as “ Squirrel Hunters™ ;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. PADGETT: A bill (H. IR. 8144) to regulate and in-
crease the efficiency of the personnel of the United States
Navy and Marine Corps; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. GREGG of Pennsylvania: A bill (H, R. 8145) to pro-
vide for the appointment of a commission to investigante memo-
rial and burial place of Maj. Gen. Arthur Saint Clair; to the
Committee on the Library.

By Mr. PRINCE: A bill (H. R. 8146) to construct a bridge
across Rock River at or nmear Colona Ferry, in the State of
Illinois; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. HOWELL: A hill (H. It. 8147) to establish a fish-
cultural station in the State of Utah; to the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. GUERNSEY : A bill (H. R. 8148) to provide for the
erection of a public building at Bangor, Me.; to the Committee
on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 8149) to in-
crease the pensions of those who have lost one eye or have be-
come totally blind in one eye from ecauses occurring in the mili-
tary or naval service of the United States; to the Committee
on Pensions.

By Mr. RICHARDSON: A bill (H. R, 8150) authorizing the
improvement of the Governmenf road in Lauderdale County,
Ala., from the Muscle Shoals Canal to the Huntsville Road, and
the extension of the same from the intersection of the Govern-
ment Road, Florence and Huntsyville Roads, to Florence, a dis-
tance of 8 miles; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. RR. 8151) providing for the
adjustment of the grant of lands in aid of the construction of
the Corvallis and Yaquina Bay military wagon road and of
conflicting claims to lands within the limits of said grant; to
the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R.. 8152) to provide for entering the surfaces
of certnin mineral lands in Alabama; to the Committee on the
Public Lands.

Also, a bill (I. R. 8153) granting certain Jands belonging to
the United States and situated in the State of Alabama to the
State of Alanbama for the use and benefit of the common schools
of that State; to the Committee on the I'ublic Lands.

Also, o bill (H. . 8154) to amend section 13 of the naturali-
zation law; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion.

Also, a bill (H. R, 8155) to further regulate the exclusion of
undesirable aliens from admission into the United States; to the
Commiittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8156G) to pay rural mail carriers the sum
of 10 cents per mile per day for each mile and fraction of a
mile on routes of over 24 miles; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8157) giving rural mail earriers holiday on
the 25th day of December of each year; to the Committee on
the Post Oftice and Post Roads.

By Mr. RANDELL of Texas: A bill (H. R. 8158) to prevent
graft by prohibiting the giving or receiving of gifts, employ-
ment, or compensation from certain corporations by Senators,
Representatives, Delegates, or Resident Commissioners in the
Congress of the United States, or Senators, Representatives.
Delegates, or Resident Commissioners elect, and the judges and
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Jjustices of the United States courts, and prescribing penalt!es
therefor; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Iiy \Ir. AMES: A bill (H. R. 8§159) to regulate the business
of insurance within the District of Columbm to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8160) providing for the acquisition of a
site and the erection of a building thereon for the accommo-
dation of the United States post office at Reading, Mass.: to
the Committee on Puoblic Buildings and Grounds.

Also, resolution (H. Res. 142) in favor of closer trade rela-
tions with Canada; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ALLEN: A bill (H. R. 8161) granting an increase of
pension to Franeis M. Whitelaw ; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8162) granting an inerease of pension to
Joseph H. Koch; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 8163) granting an increase of pension to
John Myers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 8164) granting an increase of pension to
Moses Goldstein; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. AMES: A bill (H. R. 8165) granting an increase of
pension to Jolin O’Connell; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 81606) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Holtham ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 8167) granting a pension to Joseph Taylor;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8168) granting an increase of pension to
Etta A. Richardson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (IL R. 8169) granting an increase of pension to
James Thomas; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8170) granting an increase of pension to
John W, Dempsey ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8171) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas MeDonough ; to the Committee on Invalid Pengions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8172) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm A. Winslow; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8173) granting an increase of pension to
Alexander Warner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IRR. 8174) granting an increase of pension
Alden Washburn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 8175) granting an increase of pension to
Marcus M. Baneroft; to the Conimittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8176) granting an increase of pension to
David Curran; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8177) granting an increase of pension
William H. Courser; to the Commiftee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8178) granting an increase of pension
John O'Connell; to the Committee on Invallid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 8179) granting an increase of pension to
Helena M. Quinn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8180) granting an increase of pension
Fannie 8. Livers; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8181) granting an increase of pension
Patrick Deverix; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 8182) granting an increase of pension
Lewis Zaney; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8183) granting an increase of pension
Frank W. Buxton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8184) granting an increase of pension
Michael Dolan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8185) granting an increase of pension
Mary Austin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 818(G) granting an increase of pension to
William E. Golden; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8187) granting an inerease of pension
Fannie A. Nowell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 8188) granting an increase of pension to
Harpiet F. McGinnis; to the Committec on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8180) granting an increase of pension
Muark Gleason; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8190) granting an increase of pension to
John 8. Cochrane; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (FL Td. 8191) granting an inerease of pension
Alma I Crawford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8192) granting an increase of pension
Edmund Coburn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 8193) granting an increase of pension to
Charles H. MeclIntire; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

to
to
to

Charles H. Mclntire;

Also, a bill (H. R. 8194) granting an increase of pension to
Alexander Hastings; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8195) granting an increase of pension to
George H. Foster; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8196) granting an increase of pension to
Kirk I. Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8197) granting an increase of pension
Luey W. Carter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8198) granting an increase of pension
Willinm Duffy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
_Also, a bill (H, R, 8199) granting an increase of pension
Walter White; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8200) granting an increase of pension
Annie G. Hawkins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8201) granting an increase of pension to
Lounis 8. Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8202) granting an increase of pension to
Mark Gleason; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8203) granting an increase of pension
Michael Lonergan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8204) granting an increase of pension
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8205) granting an increase of pension
Michael B, Breck; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8206) granting an increase of pension
James W. Grayson; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 8207) granting an increase of pension to
William Barnes; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 820S) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm . Lamb; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8209) granting an increase of pension
Winslow Russell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 8210) granting an increase of pension
Fannie L. Edgerton; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8211) granting an increase of pension
James I, Curtis;: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8212) granting an incrense of pension
Martin Larney; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, n bill (HL. R. 8213) granting an increase of pension to
Mary Eaton Livingston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, o bill (H. It. 8214) granting an increase of pension to
John W. MecDonald; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 8215) granting an inerease of pension to
IZmma Thurston; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8216) granting an increase of pension to
Levi J. Lewis; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8217) granting an increase of pension to
Walter H. Farwell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8218) granting an increase of pension to
Josiah B. Kinsman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. §219) granting an increase of pension to
William J. Bastian; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8220) granting an increase of pension to
Dennis Sullivan; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8221) granting an increase of pension to
Kate T. Dimon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8222) granting an increase of pension to
Izekiel R. Morse; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. 1. 8223) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm I. Bastian; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 8224) granting a pension to Peter Breen:
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, o bill (H. R. 8225) granting a pension to Inez M. Brig-
ham; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 82206) granting a pension to John Collins;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 822T) granting a pension to George S.
Kittredge; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8228) granting a pension to John Sullivan;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8229) granting a pension to Frank Ma-
guire; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8230) granting a pension to Algernon Wey-
mouth; to the Committee on Invalid Penslons.

Also, a bill (. R. §231) granting a pension to Dennis H.
Finn; to the Committee on IPensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8232) granting a pension to Frank Austin;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, 2 bill (H. R. 8233) granting a pension to Michael Laner-
gan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8234) granting a pension to Thomas H,
Bailey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

to
to
to

to
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Algo, a bill (H. R. 8235) granting a pension to Eleanor Chase;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 8236) granting a pension to Marcelian E.
Ellis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8237) granting a pension to Charles J.
Owens; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Alsgo, a bill (H. R, 8238) granting a pension to James Burke;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 8239) granting a pension to James E,
Me¢Kenna ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8240) granting a pension to Margaret E.
Canty; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8241) granting a pension to Arthur Craw-
ford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8242) granting a pension to Josephine
McFarland; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8243) granting a pension to Henry Reilly;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R, 8244) granting a pension to Winfield 8.
Hunter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8245) granting a pension to Michael Dolan;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8§246) granting a pension to William Fair-
brother; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8247) correcting the military record of
Edward McLaughlin; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8248) to correct the military record of
Orlando Lawrence; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. Ik, 8249) to correct the military record of
Alonzo Vining; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8250) for the relief of Charles M. Peirce;
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 8251) for the relief of Daniel Walsh; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H, R, 8252) for the relief of Hercules Vancourt;
1o the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8253) for the relief of Henry C. Bliss; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8254) for the relief of Michael H. Farrell;
to the Committee on Claims.

Algo, a bill (IL. R, 8255) for the relief of Matthew Hogan; to
the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. I. 8250) for the relief of Patrick McGarry;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8257) for the relief of Charles Bates; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8258) for the relief of Orlando Lawrence;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8232) for the relief of Dennis E. White,
administrator of the estate of Duckner and Sarah Henderson,
deceased ; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 82G0) for the relief of the estate of Mark
8. Gorrill; to the Committee on Claims,

Algo, a bill (H. k. 8261) in the interest of Gilbert P. Cotton:
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. It. 8262) to remove charge of desertion against
Lawrence Martin; to the Commnittee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8263) granting permission to Col. John P.
Wisser to accept a photograph of the Emperor of Germany, pre-
gented by the German Empire; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

3y Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 8264) to correct
the military record of Samuel Cole; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8265) to correct the military record of
James L. Bowers; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8§266) to correct the military record of
James Burroes; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8267) to correct the milltary record of
Willilam H. Taylor; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. 1. 8268) to correct the military record of
Lyman Knapp; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (IH. R. 82G9) to correct the military record of John
M. Bassler; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8270) to correct the military record of
Charles Beach; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8271) to correct the military record of
John Cole; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8272) to correct the military record of
Charles B. Creager; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8273) to correct the military record of
George W. Ball; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 8274) to correct the military record of
Charlés Hotelling; to the Commiftee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8275) to correct the military record of
Lewis Corfman; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8276) for the relief of Samuel Cole; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (IH. I}. 8277) to remove the charge of desertion
and grant an honorable discharge to Samuel Zellner; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. §278) to remove the charge of desertion
and grant an honorable discharge to Benjamin F. Church; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 8279) granting an in-
erease of pension to William T. Anderson; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BRADLEY : A bill (H. I&. 8280) granting an increase
of pension to Joseph Miller; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
slons.

By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. k. 8281) granting a
pension to Catharine Beard; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions. ‘

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (II. It. 8282) granting an increase
of pension to Henry T. Steffey; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8283) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Shafer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8284) granting an increase of pension to
Emma H. Cooper; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 8285) granting an increase of pension to
Martha J. Russell; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 828G) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Murdock; to the Committee on Invalid I’ensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 8287) granting an increase of pension to
Amos L, Griffith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 8288) granting an incrense of pension to
Francis M. England; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 8280) granting an inerease of pension
Mary L. Reid; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8200) granting an increase of pension to
Frances Davis; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8201) granting an increase of pension to
George F. Amos; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8202) granting an increase of pension to
Mary B. Minton; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8208) granting a pension to Samuel
Minor; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR, 8204) granting a pension to Annie Abney;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8295) granting a pension to Jesse G. Lott;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8206) granting a pension to Pauline I.
Hauk; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 82907) granting a pension to John IH.
Pepper; to the Committee on Pensions, 5

Also, a bill (H. R. 8208) granting a pension to Robert A.
Burns; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8200) granting a pension to Posey Dobbs;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8300) granting a pension fo Lawson L.
Moore; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8301) granting a pension to William F.
Hass; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8302) granting a pension to Daniel T.
Youngblood; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 83038) granting a pension to P. J. Smith;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8304) granting a pension to Seborn Fas-
sett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (FL. R. 8305) granting a pension to Mary Cole-
man; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8306) granting a pension to Susan M,
Burns; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8307) granting a pension to Andrew J.
Hullett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8308) granting a pension fo Jerry Wild-
man ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8300) granting a pension to John F.
Bishop; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8310) granting a pension to Henry Mor-
rig; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (FL R. 8311) granting a pension to Elizabeth A.
Driskell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

to

D.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 8312) granting a pension to J. L. Mar-
but, alins John Robinson; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 8313) granting a pension to Alexander
Johnson ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. Ik, 8314) granting a pension to Daniel B.
Norwood; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8315) granting a pension to James M.
Ledbetter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (. R. 8316) granting a pension to Nancy L.
Kirby; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Ai%o, a bill (H. R. 8317) granting a pension to Mary Walls;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. I, 8318) for the relief of D. W. Jarrett; to the
Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8319) for the relief of Mary Trayler; to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8320) for the relief of Nathan Whitaker;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8321) for the relief of Mrs, 8. V. Burks,
late postmaster at Vinemont, Ala.; to the Committce on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8322) for the relief of A. L. Hays; to the
Committee on Clalms.

Also, a bill (H. R, 8323) for the relief of Mrs. M. A. Wil-
loughby; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8324) for the relief of James D. Evans; to
the Comm:ttee on War Claims.

"Also, a bill (H. I. 8325) for the relief of W. D. Clay and
others, heirs of James W.- Clay, deceased; to the Committee on
the Publie Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 832G) for the relief of Jesse J. Kennedy ; to
the Committee on Private Land Claims.

Also, a bill (H. It. 8327) for the relief of the estate of Allen
T. Estes, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 8328) for the relief of the estate of Eliza-
beth Blakemore, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (II. R. 8320) to remove the charge of desertion
from the record of Robert A. Godsey; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R 8330) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of F. M. Bruce; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8331) to remove the charge of desertion
from the record of Joseph A. Choate; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8332) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of James W. Gutherie; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affalrs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8333) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of George . Denson; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8334) to authorize James Pitts to select
lands in lieu of lands lost by reason of the act of June 3, 1856,
granting lands to certain railroad companies; to the Committee
on the Public Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R, 8335) for the relief of the heirs of A. M.
Harton; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (I. R. 8336) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the matter of the claim of the Methodist
Episcopal Cliurch South, of Oak Bowery, Ala.; to the Committee
on War Claims,

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri: A bill (II. R. 8337) granting an
inerense of pension to Aylette F. Butler; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CAMPBELL: A bill (I. R. 8338) granting a pension
to Jacob Reed; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. COX of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 8339) for the relief of
Ella H. Candy; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. DAUGHERTY : A bill (H. R. 8340) for the relief of
Felix Scott Chambers; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. RR. S.Hl) for the relief of Richard J. Thomas;
to the Committee on War Claims.

- Also, a bill (H. R. 8342) for the relief of J. V. Thomas; to
the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. GARRETT: A bill (H. R. 8343) to carry into effect
the findings of the Court of Claims in ecase of Trustees of Walnut
Grove Baptist Church, of Gibson County, Tenn.; to the Com-
mittee on War Claims,

By Mr. GOEKE: A 1Fill (H, R. §8344) to remove the charge of
desertion from the record of George T. Silvers; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. IRR. 8345) to remove the charge of desertion
from the record of Solomon Smith; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 8346) granting an increase of pension to
Nathan 8. Parson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8347) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Briney; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8348) granting an increase of pension to
Orin Haworth; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8349) granting an increase of pension to
Erasmus B. Manahan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8350) granting an increase of pension te
Alexander Shaw ; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8351) granting a pension to Mary L.
Fowler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a Dill (I R. 8352) granting a pension to Henry O.
IIyre; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Msn, a bill (H, R. 8353) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Stout; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HEALD: A bill (H. R. 8354) granting an increase of
pension to Rosaline V. Cook; to the Committee on Invalid ’en-
slons,

By Mr. HOWELL: A bill (H. R. 8355) to reimburse George
Heiner, postmaster at Morgan, Utah, for loss of postage stamps;
to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. HULL: A bill (H. R. 8356) granting a pensinn to
Virgil Gunnells; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H IR. 8357) granting a pension to Margmot e
Pistole; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8358) granting an increase of pension
Willinm Gladman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8359) granting an increase of pension
James W. Thomas; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8360) granting an increase of pension
Ade Hayes Garrett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Al=o, a bill (H. IRR. 8361) granting an increase of pension
Dock Keeton ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8362) granting an increanse of pension
Willinm ID. Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8363) granting an increase of pension
Daniel A. Guy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8364) granting a pension to Julian TF.
Toney ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. LA FOLLETTE: A bill (H. R. 8365) granting two
acres of Jand to school district No. 44, Chelan County, Wash.;
to the Committee on the Public Lands,

By Mr. McGILLICUDDY: A bill (H., R. 83606) granting a
pension to John Aldrich; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 8367) granting an increase of
p;enslon to Leroy 8. Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8368) granting an increase of pension to

to

John J. Kane; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 83069) granting an increase of pension to
Peter 8. E. Hansen ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8370) granting a pension to Ann Rees;
the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma: A bill (EH. R. 8371) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Benjamin I. Keck; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid ensions.

Also, a bill (H, R, 8372) granting an increase of pension to
Minnie A. Plety; to the Committee on Invalid I’ensions.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : A bill (I. R. 8373) granting an in-
crease of pension to Maria Hanley ; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8374) granting an increase of pension to
Caroline Waldron ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8375) granting an increasz of pension to
Richard J. Burgess; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. RAKER : A bill (IT. R. 8376) for the relief of William
F. Stewart, United States Army, retired; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. RICHARDSON: A bill (H. R. 8377) to carry into
effect the findings of the Court of Claims in favor of the
trustees of Decatur Lodge, No. 52, Independent Order of Odd
Fellows, of Decatur, Ala.; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. RR. 8378) granting an increase
of pension to Joseph W. Bivens; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. TOWNER: A bill (II. R. 8379) granting an inerease
of pension to Jasper W. Shoemaker; to the Committee on Inva-
1id Pensions,

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 8380) granting
an increase of pension to Thomas L. Stringer; to the Committes
on Inyalid Pensions.

to
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" Also, a Bill (H. R, 8381) granting an increase of pension to
Alpheus IHiff; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
By Mr. HOWELL: A bill (H. R. 8382) to provide for the re-
. funding of certain moneys illegally assessed and collected in
the district of Utah; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were Iaid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ALLEN: Petition of Dr. A. Ravogli and other resl-
dents of Cincinnati, Ohio, to have lemons placed on the free
list; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petition of Homming & Rice and 6
other merchants of Malvern, Ohio, in opposition to the parcels
post; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. BURKE of Wiszonsin: Papers to accompany H., R.
8208, for an increase of pension for Ira McDonald, of Sheboy-
gan County, State of Wiseonsin; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

DBy Mr. CARY : Petitions of Pfister & Vogel Leather Co., Mil-
waukee, Wis., favoring the establishment of a permanent Tariff
Commission; Wood Commission Co., Milwaukee Stockyards Co.,
Milwaukee Live Stock Exchange, and Graham Bros, all of
Milwaukee, Wis., protesting against the placing of meats on the
free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota: Petition of Commercial Club,
Winthrop, Minn., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Desnoyers Shoe Co., of St
Louls, Mo., protesting against placing shoes on the free list; to
thie Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr, HAMMOND : Petition of Jolin Morrow and 36 others,
of Mapleton, Minn., protesting against Canadian reciprocity; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Iy Mr. HANNA : Petition of citizens of the State of North
Dukota against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on
Ways and Means. :

Also, petitions of citizens of Jamestown, N. Dak., against
parcels post law; citizens of Edmore, N, Dak.,, favoring H. R.
2651, known as the Hanna bill, providing for paying additional
compensation to the rural free delivery carriers; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr, HEALD ; Petition of Washington Camp, No. 4, Patri-
otic Order Sons of Ameriea, Wilmington, Del.,, in favor of
stricter laws relating to immigration; to the Committee on Im-
migration and Naturalization.

By Mr. KATIN: Resolution of General Guy V. Henry Camp,
No. 3, United Spanish War Veterans, fayvoring the repeal of the
anticanteen law of February 2, 1001; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: Petition of Central Labor Union
of Woonsocket, R. I., ingisting upon having the battleship ¥ew
York built in a Government navy yard in compliance with the
Inw of 1910; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. PALMER: Resolutions of Millmen's Loeal No. 5,
American Brotherhood of Slate Workers, Bangor, Pa., favoring
amendment of oleomargarine law; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetis: Resolutions of the
classifiedl eivil-service employees of the DBoston Navy Yard,
favoring the enactment into Jaw of the so-called Austin bill, and
known as H. R. 32540; to the Committee on Reform in the
Civil Service.

Also, resolutions of the Parnell Club, of Roxbury distriect,
Boston, Mass, against the new arbitration treaty with Great
Britnin; to the Committee on TForeign Affairs.

DBy Mr. SULZER : Petition of D. ©. Collier, director general
Panama-California Exposition, San I'ranciseo, Cal,, relative to the
exposition; to the Committee on Indusirial Arts and Exposi-
tions.

Also, petition of ecitizens of Brainerd, Minn., against arbitra-
tion treaty with Great Britain; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

Also, petition of the Excelsior Chapter of the Ameriean
Women's League, favoring the parcels-post bill; to the Commit-
tee on the Post Ofllce and Post Roads.

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: Papers to accompany bills
granting increase of pension to Alpheus Iliff and Thomas I..
Stringer; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

HOUSE OI' REPRESENTATIVES.

Tuespay, May 2, 1911,

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., as
follows :

Eternal God, source of all wisdom, strength, and purity, help
us with increasing faith and confidence to draw copiously upon
Thee for light to guide, strength to sustain, and purity to shield
us from the polluting hand of sin, that we may love mercy, do
Justly, and walk humbly with Thee our Father as faithful sery-
ants, and bring forth the fruits of the spirit abundantly, to the
honor and glory of Thy holy name. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

INCOME TAX,

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following communi-
cation from the secretary of state of Tennessee, and directed
that it be printed in the REecorp and Journal and that it do lie
upon the Speaker’s table:

STATE OF TEXNESSERE, DEPARTMENT OF BTa

BT
Nashville, April
Hon. CnaMP CLARE,
Speaker of the Houge of Representatives, United States,
Washington, D, C.
Dear 8in: In accordance with the provisions of Senate joint resolu-
tion No. 14 of the Fifty-seventh General Assembly of the S:I.ata of Ten-
nessee, and by request of his excellency the governor of 'Tennessce,:1
have the honor to transmit to you herewlith a duly certified copy of
sald resolution, the same being the action® of the General Assembly of
Tennessee In ratification of the proposed amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United Btates authorizing Congress to lay and colleet taxes
on incomes.
Yery respectfully,

-y
28, 1911,

Hanney W. Goopros,
Seerctary of State.

THe STATE oF TEXNESSEE,
EXECGTIVE CITAMDER.
USNITED BTATES OF AMERICA, State of Tenncssce, 88!

I, Ben W. Hooper, governor of the State of Tennessee, do hereby
certify that the following is a full, true, and correct copy of Senate
joint resolution No. 14 of the Fifty-scventh General Assembly of the
State of Tennessee.

In testimony whereof I have herennto set my hand and caused the
great seal of the State of Tennessee to be affixed.

Done at Nashville, the capital, this 18th day of April, A, D. 1011,

By the governor:

[5EAL.] Bex W. Hooren,
Hawrusm W. GoobLog,

Seerctary of Htate.

Senate joint resolution 14.

Whereas the Sixty-first Congress of the United States of Amerlea at
Its first sesslon, Legun and holden at Washington, in the Distriet of
Columbla, on Monday, the 13th day of March, 1009, by joint resolution
proposed nn amendment to the Constitution of the United States in
words and figures as follows, to wit:

“Resolved by the Scnate and House o{ Roepresentalives of the United
States of Americd in Congress assembled (twwo-thirds of cach House
eoncurring therein), That the followlng artlele 1s proposed us an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United States, which, when ratified by
the legislatures of three-fourths of the soveral States, shall be valid in
all intents and purposes as part of the Constitution :

“ArT, XVI. The Congress shall have power to lay and colleet taxes
on incomes, from whatever sonrce derived, without apportionment nmong
the several States and without regard to any census or enumeration.”

Now therefore be It

Resolved by the Senate and House of Represcatatives of the Staie n'{
Tennessee, That sald amendment to the Constitution of the TUnite
States be, and is hereby, ratified ; and be {t further

Rtesolved, That certifled coples of the foregoing preamble and resolu-
tion be forwarded by his excellency the governor of Tenncssee to the
President of the United States, to the Scerctary of State of the United
States, to the Presiding OfMicer of the United States Senate, nnd to the
Speaker of the House of Ilepresentatives, respectively.

Adopted April 7, 1911,

N, DAXTER, Jr.
Speaker of the Senate.
A. M. LEACH,
Bpeaker of the House of Representatives.
Approved, April 11, 1011,
pp D £ Bex W. Hoorer, Governor.

THE TARIFF,

Mr. UNDERWQOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R,
4413, the free-list bill.

The motion was agreed to.

Acecordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
conslderation of the free-list bill, with Mr. ALEXANDER in the
chair.

Mr. DATZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gen-
tleman from Wyoming [Mr. MoxpeLn]. [Applause.]

Mr. MONDELIL. Mr. Chairman, I listened with a great deal of
interest to the eloguent speech of the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Usperwoopn] closing the debate on the Canadian reciproelty
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